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TO HIS MOST 
Sacred Majeſty 
CHARLES II. 


By the Grace of God King of Great 


| Barrain, Fraxce, and Ixzranxy; 


Defender of the Faith, &c. 


el Gaius Sovereign, 4 OO 
INCE that great Miracle of Divine Pro- 
_ vidence-in Your Miajeſtys moſt happy Re- 
 Þ ftarration, we have ſeen thoſe who before 
". Triumphed over the Church of England 
as dead, as much. expreſſing their Envy at her 
Reſurrefion, Neither could it otherwiſe be ex- 


pected; but that ſo ſudden a recovery of her for- 
mer Luſtre, would open the mouths of her weak 
but contentious Adverſaries, who ſee her ſhine in 
a Firmament ſo much above them. But it is a part 
of her preſent Felicia, * they are ne, 
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of ; that inſulting Queſtion, What is become of 


your Church now? and are driven back to their old 


impertinency, Where was your Church before Luther? 
They might as well alter the date of it, and ask 
W here ſhe was before your Majeſty's Reſtaura- 
tion ? For ſhe only ſuffered an Eclipſe in the late 
Confuſion; no more did ſhe, though of a longer 
ſtay, in the times before the Reformation. And it 
was her great Honour, that ſhe was not awakened 
out of it (as of old they fancy d) by the beating 
of Drums, or the rude clamours of the People; but 
as ſhe Gradually regained her Light, ſo it was 
with the Influence of Supreme Authority, Which 
hath cauſed fo cloſe an union and combination 
of Intereſts between them, that the Church of Eng- 
land, and the Royal Family, have like Hippocrates 
his Twins both wept and rejoycd together. And 
nothing doth more argue the excellent Conſti- 
tution of our C burch, IAI that therein the pu- 
rity of Chriſtian Doctrine is joyned with the moſt 
hearty Acknowledgment of your Miyjeſty's Power 
and Sipremacy. So that the 2590590 of the Mem- 


bers of it can neither be ſuſpected of private 


Intereſt, or of depending on the pleaſure of a 
Foreign Biſbop, but is inlaid in the very Foun- 
dumm of out Reformation. Which ſtands on thoſe 
two Grand Principles of Religion and Government 
The giving 10 God the #hings that are God's, and 10 
Cæſar the things that are Cafars: And as long as 
theſe two remain unſhaken, we need not fear 
the continuance and flouriſhing of the Reformed 
Church of England, and your Majeſty's Intereſt in 
the Members of it. Which it is bard to con- 


ceive 
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ceive thoſe can have any Zeal tor, who are the 


bufie Fafors among us for 9" ſo op- 
poſite an Intereſt as that of the Church of Rome. 
For what a Contradiction is it, to * it 
conſiſtent with your Majeſty's Honour and Intereſt, 
to rob your Imperial Crown of one of the richeſt 
Fewels of it, to expoſe your Royal Scepter to the 
mercy of a Foreign Prelate, to have another Su- 
preme Head acknowledged within your Dominions, 
and thereby to cut off the dependance of a con- 
ſiderable part of the Nation wholly from Tour 
Self, and to exhauſt the Nation of an Infinite 
Maſs of T reaſure meerly to ſupport the Grandeur 
of the See of Rome ? They who can make Men 
believe that theſe things tend to Tour Majeſty's 
Service, think they have gion thereby a con- 
2 


fiderable ſtep to their Religion, which is by bat- 


fling Mens Reaſon, and perſwading them to be- 
lieve Contradictions. But if, notwithſtanding 


the received Principles of their Church, any have 
continued Faithful in their Loyalty to Tour Ma- 
jeſty, we have much more cauſe to attribute it 
to their Love to their King and Country, than to 
their Religion. We deny not, but there may 
be ſuch rare Tempers which may conquer the 
malignity of Poiſon, but it would be a dangerous 
Inference from thence, that it ought not to be 
accounted hurtful to Humane Nature. If any 
ſuch have been truly Loyal, may they continue 
ſo, and their number increaſe: and fince there- 
in they ſo much come off from themſelves, we 
1 they may yet come nearer to us, whoſe 
Religion tends as much to the ſettling the only 
ſure Foundations of Loyalty, as theirs doth to the 


a weak 
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weakning of them. And were this the only 
Controverſie between us,. there need not man 
_ be written to perſwade Men of the Truth 
of it. 


But if theſe Men may be believed, we can as 
little pleaſe God on the Principles of our Church, 
as they Tour Majeſty on the Principles of theirs. 
A ſtrange Aſſertion! and impoſſible to be en- 
tertain'd by any but thoſe who think there is 
no ſuch way to pleaſe God, as to renounce the 


judgment of Sence and Reaſon. And then in- 


deed we freely confeſs there are none ſo likely 
to do it, as themſelvee. With whom Men are 
equally bound to believe the greateſt Repngnancies 
to Senſe and Reaſon, with the moſt Fundamen- 
tal Verities of Chriſtian Faith. As though no Faith 


could carry Men to Heaven, but that which 


can, not only remove, but ſwallow Mountains, Yet 
theſe are the Perſons who pretend to make our 
Faith Infallible, while they undermine the Founda- 
tions of it, as they advance Charity by denying 
Salvation to all but themſelves, and promote 
true Piety by their groſs * By all which 
they have been guilty of debauching Chriſtianity in 
ſo high a meaſure, that it cannot but heartily 
grieve thoſe who honour it as the moſt excel- 
lent Religion in the World, to ſee its beauty fo 
much clouded by the Errors and Superfiitions of the 
Roman Church. 


That theſe are great as well as ſad Truths, is 
the defign of the enſuing Book to diſcover. 
Which Ll humbly preſent to Tour Majeſty's * 
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The Epiſtle Dzo:icaroxy, 
both as it is a Defence of that Cauſe wherein Your 
Intereſt is ſo highly concern d, and of that Book 
which Tour Royal Father of moſt Glorious Memory, 
ſo highly honoured, not only by his own peru- 
fal and approbation, but by the commendation 
of it to his Deareſt Children. On which account; 
I am more encouraged to hope for your Maje- 
s acceptance of this, becauſe it appears under 
the Shadow, as well as for the Defence, of ſo great 
a Name, And fince God hath bleſſed Tour Ma- 
jeſty with ſo happy and rare a mixture, of Power, 
and Sweetneſs of Temper, May they be ſtill im- 

ployed in the Love and Defence 9 our Reformed 
Church ; which is the hearty Prayer of 


. ] 


Tour Mijeftys moſt Loyal 


and Obedient Subject, 


E. SrILLINGFLEBEBI. 
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THE: 


PREFACE 


-TO THE 


EADER 


T is now about a twelve-month, fince there appeared 
to the World a Book, under the Title of Dr. Laud's 
Labyrinth; but, with the uſual fincerity of thoſe Per- 
ſons, pretended to be Printed ſome Years before. It 
is not the buſineſs of this Preface to enquire, Why 

if Printed then, it remained ſo long unpubliſhed, but to ac- 

quaint the Reader with the ſcope and defign of that Book, 
and of this which comes forth as a Reply to it. There 
are three Things mainly in Diſpute between us, and thoſe 
of the Church of Rome, viz. hether they, or we, give 
the more ſatisfactory account of the Grounds of Faith? 

Whether their Church, or ours, be guilty of the charge of 

Schiſm? And, Whether their Church be juſtly accuſed by 

us of introducing many Errors and Superſtitions? In the 

handling of theſe, all our preſent Debate conſiſts; and 
therefore, for the greater Advantage of the Reader, I have 

diſtributed the whole into three diftin& Parts: which I 

thought more commodious, than carrying it on in one con- 

tinued Difcourſe. And, left our Adverſaries ſhould complain, 
that we ſtill proceed in a deſtructive way, I have not onl 
endeavoured to lay open the palpable weakneſs of their 

Cauſe, but to give a rational account of our own Doctrine in 

oppofition to theirs, Which I have eſpecially done in the 
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great Controverſie of the Reſolution of Faith, as being the moſt 
difficult and important of any other. I hope the Reader will 
have no cauſe to blame me for falſe or impertinent Allegations 
of the Fathers, ſince it hath been ſo much my buſineſs to diſ- 
cover the fraud of our Adverſaries in that rages 4 which 
] have chiefly done from the ſcope and deſign of thoſe very 
Books, out of which their teſtimonies are produced. In many 
of the particular Differences, I have made uſe of ſeveral of 
their late Writers againſt themſelves ; both to let them ſee, 


how much Popery begins to grow weary of itſelf; and, how 


unjuſtly they condemn us for denying thoſe things, which 
the moderate and rational Men of their own fide diſown, and 
diſpute againſt as well as we; and chiefly to undeceive the 
World, as to their great pretence of Unity among themſelves. 


Since their Diviſions are grown to ſo great a height both at 


home and in Foreign Parts, that the Diſſenting Parties mutual- 
ly charge each other with Hereſze, and that about their great 
Foundation of Faith, viz. the Popes Infallibility ; The Janſe- 
niſts in France, and a growing party in England, charging the 
Jeſuits with Hereſie in aſſerting it, as they do them with 
the ſame for denying it. As to myſelf, I only declare, that 
I have with freedom and impartiality enquired into the Rea- 
ſons on both fides, and no Intereſt hath kept me from letting 
that fide of the ballance fall, where I ſaw the greater weight 
of Reaſon. In which reſpect, I have been ſo far from diſ- 
ſembling the force of any ofour Adverſaries Arguments, that 


if I could add greater weight to them, I have done it ; * | 


as unwilling to abuſe myſelf as the world. And therefore 

have not only conſulted their greateſt Authors, eſpecially 
the three famous Cardinals, Baronius, Bellarmin, and Perron , 
but the chiefeſt of thoſe, who, under the name of Conciliators, 
have put the faireſt Varniſh on the Doctrine of that Church. 
However, I have kept cloſe to my Adverſary, and followed 
him through all his windings, from which I return with this 
ſatis faction to myſelf, that I have vindicated his Lordſhip and 
Truth together. As to the ſtyle and way of writing I ule, all 
that I have to ſay, is that my deſign hath been to joyn clear- 
neſs of Expreſſion, with evidence of Reaſon. What ſucceſs I 


have had in it, muſt be left to the Reader's judgment; I only: 


defire him to lay afide prejudice as much in judging, asThave 
done 1n writing ; otherwiſe I deſpair of his doing me right, 


and of my doing him good. For, though reaſon be tractable 


and ingenuous, yet Prejudice and Intereſt are invincible things. 
N Having 
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Having done thus much by way of Preface, I ſhall not 
detain thee longer, by a particular Anſwerto the imperti- 
nencies of our Author's Preface, ſince there is nothing conta in- 
ed therein, but what is abundantly anſwered in a more pro- 
per place. And I cannot think it reaſonable to abuſe fo much 
the Readers 8 as to give him a tedious Preface to clo 
his Stomach. If any, after peruſal of the whole, ſhall think 
fit to return an Anſwer, if they do it fairly and rationally, 
they ſhall receive the ſame civility ; if with clamour and im- 
pertinency, I only let them know, I have not leiſure enough 
to kill Flyes, though they make a troubleſome noiſe. If any 
ſervice be done to God or the Church, by this preſent Work, 
next to that Divine Aſſiſtance, through which I have done it, 
thou oweſt it to thoſe great Pillars of our Church, by whoſe 
Command and Encouragement I undertook it. Who *the 
Author was of the Book, I anſwer, I have been the leſs ſolici- 
tous to enquire, becauſe I would not betray the weakneſs of 
my Cauſe, by mixing perſonal matters in Debates of ſo great 
importance. And, whether he be now living, or dead, I 
ſuppoſe our Adverſaries cannot think it at all material, unleſs 
they judge that their Cauſe doth live and dye with him. 
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The Occaſion of the Conference, and Defence of the Greek Church. 

T. C's. Title examined and retorted. Ide Labyrinth found in hit Book and 
Doctrine. The occaſion of the Conference abont the Churches Infallibility. 
The riſe of the Diſpute about the Greek Church, and the Conſequences from it. 


The Charge ereſie againſt the Greek Chureh examined, and ſhs found 
Not- guilty, 7 the * Teſtimony of Fathers, General Colmeil and 


Pope. Of the Council of Florence and the Proceedings there; That Obnn- 
eil neither General nor Free. The "diſtinflion'of Ancient and Modern 


Greeks diſproved. The Debate of the Filioque being inſerted to the 
Creed. The time when, and the Right by which it was done, diſcuſſed. 
The riſe of the Schiſm between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches, mainly 
occaſioned by the Church of Rome. ne 


ee de Hat which is the common Subtilty of Malefactors, to de- 

rive, if poſſidle, the imputation of that Fault on the per- 
ed ſons of their Accuſers, which they are moſt liable to be 
charged with themſelves, is the great Artifice made uſe 


| accuſed for, than involving and perplexing the Grounds 
of Chriftian Faith under à Pretext of Infallibility in your Church, you 


| 7 of by you in. the THe and Deſign of your Book For. 
ere being nothing which your Patty is more juſtiy 


thought you could not better avoid the Odium of it, than by a confident 


recrimination : And from hence it is that you call his Lord ſhips Book a 
Labyrinth, and pretend to difcover his abſtruſe twrinings, ambignons windings 
and intricate Meanders, as you are pleaſed to ſtile them. But thofe who 
will take the pains to ſearch your Book for the 43coveries made in it, will 
find themſelves little ſatisfied but only i theſe, that no cauſe can be fo 
bad, but interefſed Perfons o ill plead for it; and no writing fo cleft and 
exact, but a perplexed Mind will ĩimagine nothing but Mea#ders im it. And 
if dark paſſages and intricate W if obſcure ſenſe and perplexed 
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1 John 1 


Mark 16. 


conſequences, if uncertain wandrings and frequent ſelf-contraditions may 


make a writing be call'd a Labyrinth, I know no Modern Artiſt who comes 
ſo near the skill of the Cretan Artificer as your ſelf. Neither is this meerly 
your own fault; but the nature of the Cayſe whoſe Defence you have 
eſpouſed, is ſuch, as will not admit of being hand led in any other manner. 
For you might as ſoon hope to perſwade a Traveller that his nearelt and 
ſafeſt way was through ſuch a Labyrinth as that of Creet, asconvince us 
that the beſt and ſureſt Reſolution of our Faith is into your Churches Infal- 


libility. And while you give out, that all other Grounds of Chriſtian Faith 


are uncertain, and yet are put to ſuch miſerable ſhifts in defence of your 
own, inſtead of eſtabliſhing the Faith of Chriſtians, you expole Chriſtiani- 
ty it ſelf to the Scorn and Contempt of Atheiftz 53 who need nothing more 
to confirm them in their Infidelity, than ſuch a ſenſeleſs and unreaſonable 
way of proceeding as you make uſe of, for laying the Foundations of Chri- 
ſtian Faith. Your great Principle being, that no Faith can be Divine, but 
what is Infallible ; and none Infallible, but what is built on a Divine and 
Infallible Teſtimony ; and that this Teſtimony is only that of the preſent 
Catholick Church; and that Church none but yours: And yet after all this 
you dare not ſay the Teſtimony of your Church is Divine, but only in « 
fort and after a manner. You pretend that our Faith is vain and uncertain, 
becauſe built only on Moral Certainty and Ratonal Evidence; and yet you 
have no other Proof for your Churches Infaillibility, but the motives of 
Credibility. You offer to prove the Churches Infallibility independently 
on Scripture; and yet challenge no other Infallibility but what comes by 
the promiſe and aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, which depends wholly on the 
Truth of the Scripture. You ſeek to diſparage Scripture on purpoſe to ad- 
vance your Churches Authority, and yet bring your greateſt Evidences of 
the Churches Authority from it. By which Authority of the Church you often 
tell us that Chriſtian Religion can only be proved to be Infallibly true, 
when if but one error be found in your Church, her Infallible Teſtimony 


is gone, and what becomes then of Chriſtian Religion? And all this is 


managed with a peculiar regard to the Intereſt pf your Church, as the only 


Catholick Church, which you can never attempt to prove but upon ſuppo- 


ſition of the Truth of Chriſtianity, the belief of which yet you ſay depends 
upon your Churches being the True and Catholick Church. Theſe, and ma- 
ny other ſuch as theſe will be found the rare and coherent Principles of 
your Faith and Doctrine, which I have here only given this taſte of, that 
the Reader may ſee with what honour to your ſelf and advantage to your 
Cauſe, you have beſtowed the Title of Labyrinth on his Lordſbips Book. 
But yet you might be pardonable, if rather through the weakneſs of 
your Cauſe, than your ill management of it, you had brought us into theſe 
amazing Labyrinths ; if you had left usany thing whereby we might hope 
to be ſafely directed in our paſſage through them : Whereas you not only 
endeavour to put Men out of the true Way, but uſe your greateſt Induſtry 
to keep them from a poſlibility of returning into it : By not only ſug- 
geſting falſe Principles to them, but decrying the uſe of thoſe things 
which ſhould diſcover their Falfity. For although the judgment of Senſe 
were that which the Apoſtles did appeal to (that which we have ſeen and 


heard declare we unto you) although that were the greateſt and ſureſt 


evidence to them of the Reſurrection of Chriſt ; although Chriſt himſelf 
condemned them for their unbelief and hardneſs of heart, becauſe they believed 


not them which had ſeen him after he was riſen ; yet according to your Prin- 


Ciples, Men muſt have a care of relying on the judgment of ſenſe in Mat- 
ters 
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ters ot Faith, leſt perchance, they ſhould not believe that great Afront to 
humane Nature, the Doctrine of Tranſubſteantiation. Neither ate Men 
only deprived of the judgment of Senſe, but of the concurrent uſe of 
Scripture and Reaſon; tor theſe are pretended to be uncertain, fallible, nay, 
dangerous without the Churches Infallibility : So that the ſhort of your 
Grounds of eſtabliſhing Faith, is, If we will find our way, we muſt tendunde 
the Judgment of Seriſe and Reaſon, ſubmit our ſelves and Scripture to an 
Tnfallible Guide, and then you tell us we cannot miſs of dur way; wheti it 
is impoſlible for us to know our Gside, withont'the uſe of thoſe thing 
which we are bid to renounce. . Theſe things laid together make us ad- 
mire more at your Confidence than Inventioꝶ in making the current Title 
of your Book to be Dr. Laad 's Labyrinth, in which it is hard to ſay, wlie- 
ther your Immodeſty or Blindneſs be the greater. 9 Vs; 
But as though you were the only Heroes for aſſerting the Chriſtian Canſe, 
and all others but more ſubtle betrayers of it, you begin your Book with a 
moſt ingenious compariſon of the learned labours of thoſe of 8 Church to the 
ſtately Temple of Solomon; and the artificial, but peſtiferows Works of all Here- 
tical Authors (i. e. all but your ſelves) to Labyrinths and intricate Dungeons. 
In which only your Diſcretion is to be commended, in placing this at the 
entrance of your Book; for whoſoever looks but further into it, and com- 
pares it with that you pretend to anſwer, will not condemn the choice of 
your Similitudes, but your forgetfulneſs in miſapplying them. But it mat- 
ters not what Titles you give to the Books of our Authors, unleſs you were 
better able to confute them: And if no other Book of any late Proteſtant 
Writer hath been any more diſcovered to be of this intangling nature, than 
this of his Lordſhip (whom you call our grand Author) is by you, you may 
very juſtly ſay of them as you do in the next words, they are oy” ro to 
the ſame Reproach : In which we commend your Ingenuity, that when you 
had fo lately diſparaged our Authors and Writings, 19 ſo ſuddenly wipe 
off thoſe Aſperſſons again by giving them the deſerved name of Reproaches. 
When you ſay his Lordſhip's Bobk is moſt artificially compoſed, we have rea- 
ſon to believe ſo fair a Teſtimony from a profeſſed Ad vetſary 3. but hen 
notwithſtanding this you call it a Labyrinth, we can interpret it only as a 
fair Plea for your not being able to anſwer it. And who cab blame you fot 
calling that a Labyrinth in which you have ſo miſerably loſt your ſelf? But, 
in pity to you, and juſtice to the Cauſe I have undertaken, I ſhall endeavour 
with all kindnefs and fairneſs to reduce you out of your ſtrange entangle- 
ments into the plain and eafie Paths of Truth; which I doubt not to ef- 
felt by your own Clew of Scriptare and Tradition, by which you may ſoori 
diſcover what a Labyrinth you were in your ſelf, when you had thought 
to have made directive Marks (as you call them) for others to avoid it. 
To omit therefore any further Preface, I ſhall wait upon.you to Parti- 
culars ; the firſt of which is, the — of the Conference, which (you (ay) 
was for the ſatisfaFion of an honourable Lady, who having heard it granted 
in 4 former Conferetice, that there muſt be a continual viſible company ever 
ſence. Chriſt teaching unchanged Doctrine, in all Points neceſſarj to Salvation x 
and finding (it ſeems) in ber own reaſon that ſuch a Company or Church mu 
#ot be falliable in its teaching, was in queſt of 4 Continual, Viſible, Infallible 
Charch, as not thinking it fit for unlearned 2 to judge of particula / Do- 
Frinals, but to depend on the judgment of the true Charch. The Queſtion 
then was not concerning a Continual and Viſible 2 which you ac- 
knowledge was granted, but concerning ſuch a Church as muſt be #»fal- 


libie in all ſhe teaches, (and, if ſhe be infallible, accotding to your Do- 
N 7” ; a babe © * 
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Arine of Fundamentals, whatever ſhe teaches is neceſſary to Salvation) 
which that Ledy thought neceſſary to be firſt, determined , becauſe, ſaith 
Mr. Fiſher, It was not for. ber, or any other unlearned Perſons, to take upon 
them to judge of Particulars, without depending upon the judgment of the 
true; Church ʒ which ſeeming to allow of ſome uſe of our own judgment, 
ſuppoſing the Churches Authority, you pervert into theſe words, Not 
thinking is pt io judge, &. but to depend, &c; But let them be as they will, 
unleſs you gave greater Reaſon for them, it is not material which way they 
paſs.“ For his. Lordſhip had returned a ſufficient Anſwer to that Pretence 


P. 2. Sec. (hich. youare content to take no notice of) in ſaying, That it is very fit 


P. 3. Se 
3+ n. 2. 


the People ſhould look to the judgment of the Church before they be too buſie 
with Particulars. But yet neither Scripture, nor any good Authority denies them 
ſome moderate uſe of their own Onderſtanding. and Judgment, eſpecially in 
things familiar and evident, which even ordinary Capacities may as eaſely under- 
ſtand as read. And therefore ſome Particulars a Chriſtian may judge without de- 
pending. To which you, having nothing to ſay, run poſt to the Buſineſs of 
Infallibility: For when it was ſaid, The Lady deſired to rely on an Infallible 


& Church, therein, his Lordſhip ſays, neither the Jeſuit nor the Lady her ſelf ſpake 


very adviſedly : For an Infallible Church denotes, a particular Church, in that it 
3s ſet in oppoſition to ſome other particular Church that is not Infallible. Here 
now you begin your diſcoveries: For you tell us, he makes this his firſ Crook 
in his projected Labyrinth; which is apparent to any Man that has Eyes, even 
without the help of a PerſpeFive. As ſeldom as Perſpectives are uſed to 
diſcern the turns of Labyrinths, nothing is ſo apparent, as that your Eyes 
or your Judgment were not very good when you uſed this Expreſſion. For 
I pray, what Crook or Turn is there in that, when a Lady demanded an 
Infallible Church to her Guide, to ſay, that by that Queſtion ſhe ſuppoſeth 
ſome particular Church as diſtin& from, and oppoſite to others, to be infalj- 
ble ? No, ſay you, ſhe ſougbt not any one particular Church infallible ; in op- 
poſition to another Church not infallible ; but ſome Church, ſuch as might without 
danger of error diredt her in all Doctrinal Points of Faith. Rarely well di- 
(tinguiſh'd ! Not any particular Church, but ſome particular Church. For 
if ſhe enquired after ſome Church, which, without danger of Error, might di- 
red her in all Doctrinal Points of Faith, doth (he not thereby imply, that 
ſome other Church might bring her into danger of Error, under pretence 
of direCting her in Matters of Faith? And if this be ſome particular fallible 
Church, the other muſt be ſome particular infallible Church? And is it poſſible 
to conceive ſome. Church that may err in directing, and ſome other that 
may not err, without ſome particular Church being taken in oppoſition to 
ſome other Church? But you would fain perſwade us that the force of his 
Lordſhip's Argument reſts wholly «por: the importance of the Particle a or an, 
which cannot be applyed but to Particulars, which you very learnedly diſ- 
prove: Whereas the main ſtrength of what his Lordſhip ſays, depends up- 
on the nature of the Queſtion, and the manner of propoſing it. For the 
Lady enquiriag after ſuch a Church whoſe judgment ſhe might rely on as to 
the Matters in diſpute in the Chriſtian World, muſt mean ſuch a-Church 
whoſe Communion muſt be known as diſtin& from other Churches which 
are not infallible ; for otherwiſe ſhe might be deceived till. And if you 
give a pertinent Anſwer to ber Queſtion, you muſt ſhew her ſome ſuch 
Church as an Infallible Guide, which can be no other in this caſe, but ſome 
particular Church conſidered as diſtin from others. For a general An- 
{wer concerning the Infallibility of the Catholick Church, without ſhewing 


how the Infallible Judgment of that Church may be known, can by no 
| | means 
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beignt CGyide in 


means. reach the Cale in hand; Which dofh 0 ufa 


bility in the Subject, but ſuch an al ag may hes 


all Doctrinal Points of Faith. When you ſay therefore, Pe meant va ather. . 
than the Univerſal viſible Church of Cbriſt, you muſt tell us how the Ua. Page 3. 
verſal viſible Church can become ſuch an Infalible Guide in the Matters | 


in Controverſie between thoſe Churches,, which yet are Members of that 


CL 


N 4 


Univerſal viſible Church. For the notion of the Univerſal Church,not be- a 


ing in its nature confined to any one of theſe Parties, but all of them con- 


curring to the making of it up, can no more be an_Infebible.Guide.in.the 


Matters in difference, than the common notion of Animal can direct us in 


judging what Beings ate Senſitive and what Rational. Therefore though 
you would fain deceive the World under pretence of the Catholick Church, 
yet nothing can be more evident, than that in the queſtion what Church, 
muſt be a guide in Doctrinal Points of Faith, it muſt be underſtood of ſome 
Church as diſtinct from other Churches, which ought not to be relied on as 
infallible Guides. But the ſubtilty of this is, that when you challenge Ja- 
fallibility to your Church, we ſhould not apprehend her as a particular Church, 
but as the true Catholick Church, which is a thing ſo every way abſurd and 


unreaſonable, that you had need pſe the greateſt Artifices to diſguiſe it, 
which yet can 1 none but ſuch as are 1, to be deceived by them. 


For any one who had his Eyes in his Head might diſcern without a Perſpect ive, 
as you ſpeak, that Churches of ſeveral and diſtin&, Communions from each 
other were placed in competition for Infallibiliig: For Mr. Fiſher's next 
words ate, The Queſtion was, Which, was that Church ? Do you think he 
means, Which was that Univerſal ville Church?  Certaiply not; for the 
nature of the Queſtion ſuppoſes ſevexal Churches :: Now Fiat you do 
not believe, there are ſeveral Univerſal ble Churches. . And it immediate- 
ly follows, 4 Friend of the Ladies would needs defend that not only the Ro- 
man, but the Greek Church was right; to which Mr. Fiſher anſwers, That the 
Greek Church had erred in Matter of Doctrine. Can any thing be more plain, 
than that this Queſtion doth relate to Churches conſidered ſeverally, and as, 
under diſtin Communionsand Denominations? And therefore notwith- 
ſtanding your pitiful Pretences to the contrary, this Queſtion can be no 


otherwiſe underſtood than, as his Lordſhip ſaid, of ſome particular Infallible 


Church, in oppoſition to ſome other particular Church which is not Infallible. 
And if you judge this an affected Miſtake, as you call it, your diſcerning Fa- 
culty will be as liable to Queſtion as your Churches Iofallibility. | 


* « 


That you might ſeem to avoid the better the force of his Lordſhip's fol- 


lowing Diſcourle againſt: Bellarmine about the Infallibility of the particu- 
lar Church of Rome; you firſt tell us, That it, is ſufficient for a Catholick to 
believe that there is an Infallibility in the Church, without further obligation to 
examine whether the particular Church of Rome be infallible or no. Which is 
an egregious piece of Sophiſtry. For, put caſe a Man believes the Catholick 
Church of all Ages Infallible, but. not of y one particular Age ſince the Apo- 
files times 3 ſuppoſe a Man believe the Catholic Church of the preſent Age 
Infallible, but not of ary one particular Communion, but as it takes in thoſe 
common Truths wherein they are all agreed; will you ſay this is ſufficient 
for a Catholick to believe without obligation to examine further? If ou 
will ſpeak it out, and, I dare ſay, you ſhall not have much thanks at Rome 
when you have done it. But the Myſtery is, If a Man believes the Roman 
Church only, to be the Catholic Church, it is no matter whether he enquires 
whether the Catholick Church be only at Rome or no. It is not the lace, 
but the Communion of the Roman Church which is now enquired after * 
| f 
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the queſtion of [xfallibi/ity ; although 1 cannot fee but thoſe places out of 
the Fathers which are produced to prove the Roman Church Infallible, will 
hold for the ee of that N in that particular place of 

ome, For St. Cyprian faith exprelly of the Romans, 
— e — that they are ſuch 7 whom Perfidia (what ever be meant 
eas efſe Romans ad quos perfidia babere by it) cannot have acceſs. St. Jerome faith, The Roman 
Lr in Faith admits no Deceits into it. Gregory Nazianzene, 
non recipere. Hierony. Apol. 3. c. Ruff, that Rome retains the ancient Faith. Not that I think 
— 1 | 1 rg Greg. Naziavz. any of theſe places do in the leaſt import the Infalli- 
bility of the Roman Church (as will be ſhewedin its 

proper place) but that, on any that InfaBibility were implyed in 

them, they would hold for the I»fa/ibility of the particular Roman Church. 

And therefore Bellarmin underſtood what he did when he produced theſe 

laces to that purpoſe, eſpecially the Apeſtolical See remaining at Rowe, as 

e ſuppoſeth himſelf in this part of the Qneſtion which he there diſcufſeth. 

Either therefore you muſt aſſert that which his Lordſhip learnedly proves, 

Selm. viz, That no ſuch thing as Infallibility is intended by any of theſe Cita- 
2 Fat tions, or elſe that it muſt extend to the particular Roman Church. And 
4. . 4. When you deny this to be an Article of Faith among Catholicks, that the par- 
38. 1. ticular Roman Church (the Apoſtolical See remaining there) 4 Infallible, 
prove at your leiſure from any of theſe Citations that the Charch withiti 

the Roman Communion is Infallible and not the particular Roman Church; 

And from what hath been hitherto ſaid, I am ſo fat from ſuſpecting h 
Lordſhip's Candour, as you do, that I much rather ſuſpect your judgment, 

and that you are not much uſed to attend to the Conſequences of things, 

or elle you would not have deſerted Bel/armin in defence of ſo neceſſary 

and pertinent a Point as the I»fallib;lity of the particular Church of Rome. 

Page 4 Secondly, You anſwer to his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe concerning Bel/armir's 
Atithorities, That you cannot hold your ſelf obliged to take notice of his preten- 
ded Solutions, till you find them brought to evacuate the 2 of the Ca- 
tholick or the Roman Church in its full latitude, as Catholicks ever mean it, ſave 
when they ſay the particular Church of Rome. But taking it in as full a Lati- 
rude as you pleaſe, I doubt not but to make it appear that the Noman 
Church is the Roman Church (till, that is, a particular Church as diſtinct from 
the Communion of others, and therefore neither Cætholick nor Infallible + 
Which I muſt refer to the place where you inſiſt upon it, which I ſhall do 
without the imitation of your Vanity, in telling your Reader as far as ejghth- 


ly and laſtly what fine Exploits you intend to do there. But uſually thoſe 


who brag moſt of their Valour before-hand, ſhew leaſt in the Combat, and 
thus it will be found with you. I ſhall let you therefore enjoy your ſelf in 
the pleaſant thoughts of your noble intendments, till we come to the tryal of 
them; and ſocome to the preſent Controverſie concerning the Greek Church. 


The Defence of the Greek Church. 


S s. It is none of the leaſt of thoſe Arts which you make uſe of for the perplex- 
ing the Chriſtian Faith, to put Men upon inquiring after an Iafallible Church, 
when yet you have no way to diſcern which is ſo much as a true Church, but 
by examining the Doctrine of it. So that of neceſſity the Rule of Faith and 
Doctrine muſt be certainly known, before ever any one can with ſafety de- 
pend upon the judgment of any Church. For having already proved that 
there can be no other meaning of the Queſtion concerning the Church, as 


here ſtated, but with relation to ſome particular Church to whoſe Commu- 
nion 
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nion the party enquiring might joyn, and whoſe judgment might be re- 
lyed on; we ſee it preſently follows in the debate, Which was that Church 
and it ſeems, as is ſaid already, a Friend of the Ladies undertook to defend 


that the Greek Church was right. To which Mr. Fiſher anſwers, That the r. 27886. 


Greek Church had plainly changed, and taught falſe in a Point of Doctrine con- 
cerning the Holy Ghoſt and after repeats it, that it had erred. Before I come 
to examine how you make good the charge you draw up againft the poor 
Greek Church in making it err — it is worth our while to con- 
ſider upon what account this Diſpute comes in. The Inquiry was concern- 
ing the True Church, on whoſe judgment one might ſafely depend in Neli- 
q — It ſeems, two were propounded to conſideration, the Greek and the 
oman ; the Greek was rejected becauſe it bad erred : From whence it fol- 
lows, that the Diſpute concerning the Truth of Doctrine muſt neceſſarily 
precede that of the Church For by Mr. Fiſher's confeſſion and your own, 4 
Church which hath erred cannot be relyed on; therefore Men muſt be ſatisfied 
whether a Church hath erred or no, before they can judge whether ſhe may 
be relyed on or no. Which being granted, all the whole Eabrick of your 
Book falls to the ground; for then, 1. Men muſt be Infalibly certain of the 
Grounds of Faith antecedently to the Teſtimony of the Church : For if they be 
to judge of a Church by the Doctrine, they muſt in order to ſuch a judgment 
be certain what that Doctrine is which they muſt judge of the Church by. 
2. No Church can be knownto be Infallible, unleſs it appear to be ſo by that 
Doctrine which they are to examine the Truth of the Church by, and there- 
fore no Church can be known to be Infallible by the Motives of Credibility. 
3. No Church onght to be relyed on as Infallible, which may be found guil- 
ty ot any Errour by comparing it with the Doctrine which we are to try it 
by. Therefore you muſt firſt prove your Church not to have erred in any 
particular; for if ſhe hath, it is impoſſible ſhe ſhould be Infallible : And 
not think to prove that ſhe hath not erred becauſe ſhe cannot, that being the 
thing in queſtion, and muſt by your dealing with the Greek Church be judg- 
ed by Particulars. 4. There muſt be a certain Rule of Faith (ſuppoſed to 
have ſufficient Authority to decide Controverſies without any dependence 
upon the Church. For, the Matter to be judged is the Church; and if the 
Scripture may and muſt decide that, Why may it not as well all the reſt? 
5. Every Man's Reaſon proceeding according to this Rule of Faith muſt be 
left his Judge in Matters of Religion. And whatever Inconveniencies you 
can imagine to attend upon this, they immediately and neceſſarily follow 
from your proceeding with the Greek Church by excluding her becauſe ſhe 
hath erred, which while we are in purſuit of a Church can be determined 
by nothing but every ones particular Reaſon. 6. Then Fundamentale do 
not Hons upon the Churches Declaration. For you aſſert the Greek.Charch 
to err fundamentally, and that this may be made appear to one who is 
ſeeking after a Church. Suppoſe then 1 inquire, as the Lady did, after a 
Charch whoſe judgment I muſt abſolutely depend on, and ſome mention 
the Greek, and others the Roman Church : You tell me, It cannot be the 
Greek, for that hath erred fundamentally. I inquire how you know, ſuppo- 
ſing her to err, that it is a fundamental Errour 2 Will you anſwer me, be- 


| cauſe the true Church hath declared it to be a fundamental Errour £ But that 


was it I was ſeeking for which that Church is, which may declare what Er- 
rours are fundamental and what not? If you tell me It 7s yours, I may 
ſoon tell you, You ſeem to have a greater kindneſs for your Church than 


jour ſelf, and venture to ſpeak any thing for the ſake of it. Thus wy ſee 
ow 
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Navigare audent ad Petri Cat bedram, e 


the queſtion of /xfallibi/ity ; although I cannot ſee but thoſe places out of 
the Fathers which are produced to prove the Roman Church Infallible, will 
hold for the continuance of that Infallibility in that particular place of 
Rome. For St. Cyprian ſaith expreſly of the Romans, 


Eccleſiam Principalem, &c. nec cogitare, f hat they are ſuch to whom Perfidia (what ever be meant 
eos efſe Romanos ad quos perfidia habere by it) cannot have acceſs. St. Jerome faith, The Roman 
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aith admits no Deceits into it. Gregory Nazianzene, 


non recipere. Hierony. Apol. 3. c. Ruff, that Nome retains the ancient Faith. Not that I think 
Roma ſemper fidem refinet. Greg, Naziavz. any of theſe places do in the leaſt import the Infalli- 
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bility of the Roman Church (as will be ſhewedin its 
proper place) but that, on ſuppoſition that Ianfafibility were implyed in 
them, they would hold for the [fal/ib:lity of the particular Roman Church, 
And therefore Bellarmin underſtood what he did when he produced theſe 
laces to that purpoſe, eſpecially the Apoſtolical See remaining at Rome, as 
e ſuppoſeth himſelf in this part of the Queſtion which he there diſcuſfſeth. 
Either therefore you muſt aſſert that which his Lord ſhip learnedly proves, 
viz, That no ſuch thing as Infallibility is intended by any of theſe Cita- 
tions, or elſe that it muſt extend to the particular Roman Church. And 
when you deny this to be an Article of Faith among Catholicks, that the par- 
ticular Roman Church (the Apoſtolical See remaining there) is Infallible, 
prove at your leiſure from any of theſe Citations that the Church withiti 
the Roman Communion is Infallible and not the particular Roman Church; 
And from what hath been hitherto ſaid, I am fo fat from ſuſpecting 5 
Lordſhip's Candour, as you do, that I much rather ſuſpect your judgment, 
and that you are not much uſed to attend to the Conſequences of things, 
or elſe you would not have deſerted Bellarmin in defence of fo neceſſary 
and pertinent a Point as the I»fallib;lity of the particular Church of Rome. 
Secondly, You anſwer to his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe concerning Be/armir's 
Authorities, That you cannot hold your ſelf obliged to take notice of his preten- 
ded Solutiotis, till you find them brought to evacuate the — of the Ca- 
tholick or the Roman Church in its full latitude, as Catholicks ever mean it, ſave 
when they ſay the particular Church of Rome. But taking it in as full a Lati- 
rude as you pleaſe, I doubt not but to make it appear that the Roman 
Church is the Roman Church ſtill, that is, a particular Church as diſtinct from 
the Communion of others, and therefore neither Cætholick nor Infallible : 
Which I muſt refer to the place where you inſiſt upon it, which I ſhall do 
without the imitation of your Vanity, in telling your Reader as far as ejghth- 
ly and laſtly what fine Exploits you intend to do there. But uſually thoſe 
who brag moſt of their Valour before-hand, ſhew leaſt in the Combat, and 
thus it will be found with you. I ſhall let you therefore enjoy your {elf in 
the pleaſant thoughts of yournoble intendments,till we come to the tryal of 
them; and ſocome to the preſent Controverſie concerning the Greek Church. 


The Defence of the Greek Church. 


It is none of the leaſt of thoſe Arts which you make uſe of for the perplex- 
ing the Chriſtian Faith, to put Men upon inquiring after an Infallible Church, 
when yet you have no way to diſcern which is fo much as a true Church, but 
by examining the Doctrine of it. So that of neceſſity the Rule of Faith and 
Doctrine muſt be certainly known, before ever any one can with ſafety de- 
pend upon the judgment of any Church. For having already proved that 
there can be no other meaning of the Queſtion concerning the Church, as 


here ſtated, but with relation to ſome particular Church to whoſe Commu- 
nion 
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nion the party enquiring might joyn, and whoſe judgment might be re- 

lyed on; we ſee it preſently follows in the debate, Which was that Church 

and it ſeems, as is ſaid already, a Friend of the Ladies undertook to defend 
that the Greek Church was right. To which Mr. Fiſher anſwers, That the F. 21. SG. 
Greek Church had plainly changed, and taught falſe in a Point of Doctrine con- 
cerning the Holy Ghoſt and after repeats it, that it had erred. Before I come 

to examine how you make good the charge you draw up againſt the poor 

Greek Church in making it err fundamentally, it is worth our while to con- 

ſider upon what account this Diſpate comes in. The Inquiry was concern- 

ing the Irue Church, on whoſe judgment one might ſafely depend in Reli- 

gion. It ſeems, two were propounded to conſideration, the Greek and the 
Roman; the Greek was rejected becauſe it had erred : From whence it fol- 

lows, that the Diſpute concerning the Truth of Doctrine muſt neceſſarily 
precede that of the Church : For by Mr. Fiſher's confeſſion and your own, A 

Church which hath erred cannot be relyed on ; therefore Men muſt be ſatisfied 
whether a Church hath erred or no, before they can judge whether ſhe may 

be relyed on or no. Which being granted, all the whole Fabrick of your 

Book falls to the ground; for then, 1. Men muſt be Infallibly certain of the 
Grounds of Faith antecedently to the Teſtimony of the Church : For if they be 

to judge of a Church by the Doctrine, they muſt in order to ſuch a judgment 

be certain what that Doctrine is which they muſt judge of the Church by. 

2. No Church can be known to be Infallible, unleſs it appear to be ſo by that 
Doctrine which they are to examine the Truth of the Church by, and there- 

fore no Church can be known to be Infallible by the Motives of Credibility. 

3. No Church ought to be relyed on as Infallible, which may be found guil- 

ty ot any Errour by comparing it with the Doctrine which we are to try it 

by. Therefore you muſt firſt prove your Church not to have erred in any i 
particular; for if ſhe hath, it is impoſſible ſhe ſhould be Infallible : And ; > -. 
not think to prove that ſhe hath not erred becauſe ſhe cannot, that being the . q 
thing in queſtion,and muſt by your dealing with the Greek Church be judg- 
ed by Particulars. 4. There muſt be a certain Rule of Faith ſuppoſed to 
have ſufficient Authority to decide Controverſies without any dependence | 
upon the Church. For, the Matter to be judged is the Church ; and if the Þ 
Scripture may and muſt decide that, Why may it not as well all the reſt? . 
5. Every Man's Reaſon proceeding according to this Rule of Faith muſt be 
left his Judge in Matters of Religion. And whatever Inconveniencies you 
can imagine to attend upon this, they immediately and neceſſarily follow 
from your proceeding with the Greek Church by excluding her becauſe ſhe 
| hath erred, which while we are in purſuit of a Church can be determined 
f by nothing but every ones particular Reaſon. 6. Then Fundamentals do 
c not ＋ upon the Churches Declaration. For you aſſert the Greek Church 
| to err fundamentally, and that this may be made appear to one who is 
ſeeking after a Church. Suppoſe then 1 inquire, as the Lady did, after a 
Church whoſe judgment I muſt abſolutely depend on, and ſome mention 
the Greek, and others the Roman Church: You tell me, It cannot be the 
Greek, for that hath erred fundamentally. 1 inquire how you know, ſuppo- 


— 


5 ſing her to err, that it is a fundamental Errour? Will you anſwer me, be- 
t cauſe the true Church hath declared it to be a fundamental Errour £ But that 
4 was it I was ſeeking for which that Church is, which may declare what Er- 
1 rours are fundamental and what not ? If you tell me It 7s yours, I may 
it ſoon tell you, You ſeem to have a greater kindneſs for your Church than 
43 your ſelf, and venture to ſpeak any thing for the ſake of it. Thus ww — 
| 0 
1 


8 The Defence of the Greek Church Parr 1 


ſee how finely you have betrayed your whole Cauſe in your firſt Onfet, 
by ſo rude an Attempt upon the Greek Charch. 
And truly it was much your Concernment, to load her as muchas you 


can: For though ſhe now wants one of the great Marks of your Church 


(which yet you know not how long your Ghyrch may enjoy) vis. out- 

ward Splendour and Bravery, yet you cannot deny, but that Church was 

planted by the Apoſtles, enjoyed a continual Succeſſion from them, flou- 

riſhed with a number of the Fathers exceeding that of yours, had more of 

the Councils of greateſt Credit in it, and, which is a Commendation ſtill 

to it, it retains more Purity under its Perſecutions, than your Church with 

all its external Splendour. But ſhe hath erred concerning the Holy Ghoſt, and 

p. 5. n. 4, therefore hath loſt it. A ſevere Cenſure which his Lordſhip rebukes 

Mr. Fiſher for —_—_— James ſo boldly for: But two ways it may be ta- 

ken, he adds. 1. To loſe ſuch Aſſiſtance as preſerves from all Errour. 2. Or 

P. 25. u. elſe from all fundamental Errour, this therefore, his Lordſhip truly ſaith, 
17.8.5. 1, an Error of the firſt ſort, and not of the latter. a 

8. 6. Paſſing by therefore his Lordſhips Expreſſions of his Modeſty, which if 

an Errour is one you are like to be ſecured from; and his cautions Expreſ- 

ſions concerning the Greek Church which he highly ſhewed his Wiſdom in, 

was to me to conſider how you prove the Greek Church guilty of fundamen- 

tal Errour. You ſay, Ton paſs by his trifling, and make way for Truth. I won- 

der not to ſee you reflect on his Lord ſhip for his Modeſty, confidering how 

little of it you ſnew towards him; let us then wake way too, but it is to 

fee you and Truth Combat together. It 3s ts be conſidered, ſay you, that 

P. 6. n. 4- nom. for many hundred years, the whole Latine Church hath decreed and believed 

it to be flat Hereſie in the Greeks ; and they decreed the contrary to be an He- 

reſie in the Latin Church, and both together condemned the Opinion of the 

Grecians as Heretical in 5 8 _— in dex, 8 then wank it 

any ſhew of probability, what ſome few of yeſterday ( forced to it by an impoſſi- 

bility of 6. Later: avoiding the 2 D ewes againſt them) 

aſſirm, that the matter of this Controverſie was ſo ſmall and inconſiderable, that 

it is not ſufficient to produce an Hereſie on either ſide ? Is not this to make all 

the Churches of Chriſtendome for many hundred years quite blind, and them- 

ſelves only clear and ſharp ſeghted 2 Which ſwelling Preſemption what Spirit it 

argues, and whence it proceeds, all thoſe who have learn d from St. Auguſtin, 

that Pride is the Mother of Hereſie, will eaſily colleF. I grant this Speech of 

St. Auguſtin to be true; only let it be added, that Pride is likewiſe the Mo- 

ther of making Hereſies, as will 1. — in this preſent Controverſie; and 

whether we, who vindicate the Greek Church from Hereſte, or you who 

would find the Bill againſt her (to keep her from any Rivalſhip with your 

Church) be more guilty of Pride will be ſoon diſcovered ; but ſure you be- 

lieve us not only to be Mex of 2 but to know nothing who ſhould 

ſentence the Greek Church for Hereſie upon ſuch feeble Pretences as theſe 

are. I know not what Preſumpt ion that can be, to ſay, Men may be too for- 

ward on both ſides in calling each other Hereticks, and it may be not fo 

much their Blindneſs, as Pride and Paſſion which may make them do it. But 

if they will condemn that for Hereſie, which is not ſo made appear to be 

upon any evidence from Scripthre and Reaſon, they were not ſo blind in de- 

fining it, as we ſhould be in following their judgment without further exa- 

mination. But this was for many hundred years. The more to blame they, for 

continuing in ſo raſh judgments ſo long, if it appear ſo. But it is well ſtill 

you tell us, that 2s the Latin Church dae the Greek for Hereſe, the 

Greek condemned the Latin for it too. And ſo by your own rule the one 

was 
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was as blind as the other. Hut the Latin Church had the right to determine 
Hereſfe, and the Greek had not. This is the Queſtion, Which Church 
muſt be relyed on for Judgment > And if they mutually condemn each 
other, we muſt have a higher Rule to judge of both by. But ſtill, It is 
not an Argument, that it is a Hereſie of one ſide or the other, becauſe each 
Party condemns the other of Hereſſe? Juſt as much, as if two Men fall 
out, and call each other Knaves, it muſt be granted, that if both be not, 
yet at leaſt the one of them is ſo. Hereſie being grown the ſcolding word 
in Religion; and no two Parties can differ, but they ſeek to faſten this 
Repraach on each other. If one ſhould bring greater Evidence than the 
other of his Knavery, he ought to be more accounted ſo. No otherwiſe 
can it be here; if ſufficient Proof be brought of Hereſie on the one fide, 
and not the other, that Party may be looked on as mor: guilty : But 
ſtill remembring, that the more confident Affirmation, the Pretence to 
greater Honeſty and Power, be not taken for the only Evidences of it : 
As I doubt it will appear in our preſent Caſe. But ſtill ſuppoſe, that of 
two Men who have ſo Reproached each other, the one of them being 
fallen into Diſtreſs and Poverty, and not hoping for Relief but from the 
other Perſon, and he denying it, unleſs he be content by joynt-conſent to 
be proclaimed Krave, which he through his neceſſity yielding to, but 
aſſoon as that is over declaring on what account they agreed; Muſt this 
Man be more pitied for his Neceſſity, or condemned for his Knavery ? 
Jaſt ſuch I ſhall make it appear, that which you call condemning the Gre- 
cians as Heretical in a General Council at Florence, to have been, and no 
otherwiſe. 

But I come to a cloſer Examination of this Subject, to ſee with what 
Juſtice you charge the Greek Church, either with Hereſe or Schiſm; For 
both theſe you accuſe it of in this Chapter. Two things were the moſt in 
diſpute between the Greek and Latin Churches, the one was the Doctrine of 
the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from Father and Son, the other was concern- 
ing the- Addition of the Filioque to the Creed. And although th? Greeks 
in their Debates at Ferrara would not meddle with the Doctrine, before 
the Latins could clear themſelves concerning the Addition, which they 
ſaid was the main cauſe of the Conteſt between them; yet I am content to 
follow your Method, and handle the other firſt. Your Diſcourſe con- 
cerning the firſt, conſiſts of two parts, Proofs and Anſwers; Proofs of 
their Hereſe, and Anſwers to his Lordſhip's Arguments againſt it. The 
Proofs are double, the one from Authority, the other from Theological Rea- 
Jon. Through every of theſe Particulars I ſhall follow you, and 
from them I doubt not to evince, that the Greeks are not guilty of the 
Faults you lay to their Charge. 

We have already ſeen what your Proofs from Authority are; their con- 
demning one another for Hereticks, and the Greeks being condemned by a 
General Council. If I can therefore prove that the Greeks Opinion was not 
accounted an Hereſie before the Council of Florence, and that it did not 
become a Hereſie by the Council of Florence, I ſhall ſufficiently diſcover 
the Weakneſs of your Arguments from Authority. 

I. That it was not accounted a Hereſie before the Council of Florence ; I 
mean not, that there were no hot-brain'd Perſons in all the time of the 
Difference, who did not brand the Greek Church with Hereſie, but that it 
was never accounted a Hereſie, by any of thoſe whom your ſelves account 
the only competent Judges of Hereſie; and thoſe are either the Fathers, or 
Popes, or Councils : Which I prove 8 their order. 


1. That 
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1. That it was not accounted Hereſie by the Hathers ; which will be 
proved by theſe two things. 1: Becauſe it is very donbttul whether ma- 
ny of the Fathers did believe the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the 
Son or no. 2. Becauſe thoſe who did believe it, did not condemn thoſe 
of Hereſſe who did not. 8 

1. That it is very doubtful whether many of them did believe the Pro- 
ceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son or no; at leaſt, ſo far as to make it an 
Article of Faith; for 1. There are clear Teſtimonies that they make it 
unneceſſary to be believed. 2. The Teſtimonies which ſeem to ſay, That 
they did believe it, do not neceflarily imply that they did. 

1. That there are clear Teſtimonies, that they did not account it a thing neceſ- 
ſary to be believed Both becauſe they in Terms aſſerted the Nature of this 
Proceſſion to be incomprehenſible, and withal, did as clearly affirm the belief 
of that, which doth not imply this Proceſſion to be ſufficient for Salvation. 
1. They in lerms aſſert, that the Myſtery of this Proceſſion is incomprehenſible. 
And can you, or any reaſonable Man, imagine they ſhould make the man- 
ner of that Proceſſion to be an Article of Faith, which they acknowledge to 
be abſolutely beyond our apprehenſion ? I grant, Something ſuppoſed by 
them to be incomprehenſible is made an Article of Faith But then it is not 
that which is ſuppoſed as incomprehenſeble under that Notion, which is made 
ſo ; but the thing it ſelf which may be incomprehenſible ; yet being clearly 
revealed in Scripture, ought to be believed, notwithſtanding that Incom- 
prehenſibility of it: As the Myſtery of the Trinity it ſelf, the Eternal Gene- 
ration of the Son, the Proceſſion of the Spirit from the Father, &c. But then 
I ſay, theſe things are ſuch, as are eicher declared by them to be expreſly re- 
vealed in Scripture, or neceſſarily conſequent from ſomething ſuppoſed to 
be ſo. As for inſtance, ſuppoſing the Trinity in Unity to be ſomething Di- 
vinely revealed, whatever is neceſſarily conſequent from that, and is neceſſa- 
ry to be believed in order to that, though it be incomprehenſible, mult be be- 
lieved ; as, Suppoſing theſe two things clear from Scripture, that there is 
but one true God, and that there are three Perſons, who have the Name, 


Properties, and Attributes of God given to them, though our Reaſon be too 


ſhort to fathom the manner how theſe can have three diſtinct Swbpſtences, 
and yet but one Fſſence, becauſe our Reaſon (7. e. all thoſe Conceptions 
which we have formed in our Mind from the obſervation of things_) doth 
tell us, that Thoſe things which agree or diſagree in a third, agree, or diſagree 
one with another, and from thence it would infer, that, if the Father be God, 
and the Son God, there could be no difference between Father and Son; yet 
this being meerly as to the Connexion of two Propoſitions, both of 
which are ſuppoſed diſtinctly revealed in Scripture ; we are bound in this 
caſe to believe ſuch a Connexion, becauſe both parts are equally revealed 
by an Infallible Teſtimony, though the Mode of that Connexiop be to us 
Incomprebenſible But it is not ſo, where neither clear Revelation, nor 
a neceſſary Conſequent from ſomething which is divinely revealed 
doth inforce our Belief of it. As in our preſent Cale: Since we ſup- 
pole it revealed in Scripture, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt are God, 
whatever is neceſſary to the belief of that, though incomprehenſible, 


we ought to believe it: But if there be ſomething without which 1 


may believe the Deity of the Father, Son and Spirit, and this not clear- 
ly aſſerted in Scripture, but is a thing in it (elf incomprehenſible, that 
cannot be made a neceſſary Article of Faith: Thus that the Spixit doth 
proceed from the Father, ſeems neceſſary on both accounts, as conſequent 
upon the Belief of the Trizity in Unity, and as clearly exprefied in Scri- 

| pure - 
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Principle, that they ſhould Communicate in an Action proper to their 


each other in thoſe Sac. 


not from 


ſelves incomprehenſible, and not neceflary 
either of Sow or Holy G 


ure, cannot be ſaid to make a nece 


to the Belief of the Divinity, 
hoſt, nor pretended to be clearly revealed in Scri- 
pt Article of Faith, the denyal of 
which muſt ſuppoſe Hereffe. And therefore that which is the only Ob- 


ion in this cale is removed, vis. that this Proceſſion of the 8pirit from 
the Father is incomprehenſible, and yet ſuppoſed to be an Article of Faith ; 


for that I have already ſhewed is expreſly revealed in Scripture, that John 15. 


the Spirit doth proceed 


from the Father. But neither is the Proceſſion 25: 


from the Son neceſſary to the Belief of the Deity of the Son; for if it 
were, it would be as neceſſary to the Deity of the Holy Ghoſt that the 


Son ſhould be begotten by the 


Spirit 3 neither doth it follow from any 


place of Scripture, for all thoſe places which are uſually brought are 
very capable of ſuch Interpretations, as do not at all infer itz from 


hence then it follows, that thoſe who 


it is no Article 
ie. 1 


theſe Terms acknowledge 
this Proceſſion incomprehenſible, do therein imply, that the belief of 
ary to Salvation, and therefore the denyal no 


Now for this we have the cleareſt Teſtimoniesof ſach who were the 


the Spirit is no Creature, nor to be reckoned among 
God's Works ; for nothing of another nature is min- 


2 with the Trinity, but it is undivided, and like it 


elf : Theſe things are ſuffi cient for Believers. But, (aith 
he, when we come hither, the Cherubims veil their Fa- 
ces 3 but he that inquires and ſearches into more than 
theſe, negleFs him that hath ſaid, Be not wiſe over- 
much, &c. If it be ſufficient to know, that the Spirit 
is NO Creature, it cannot be neceſſary to believe, that 
the Spirit proceeds from the Son : For they who do not 


and moſt zealous aſſertors of the Doctrine of the Trinity. Atbana- 
fur ſaith expreſly, That it is ſufft cient to know, that 


Aged yd, bm i Miene Vi 
ve, ud, vue woes: ovrœel. N- 
Ketrat, & reien implyrilor T3 
Tedd), d dd dai piſbe th, x, Guia 
tavrTy. Aęxe ud TK Tois ae. 

des Tb Te XvpuBig zA Ad 
iE O IN merle 2 e] g 
dN i eur rεαανe% 4% Miyoylog, 
wi op Tore, &c. Ar hanaſ. ep. 
ad Serapion. p. 357. Tom. 1. 


believe that, do firmly believe the Deity of it. And if whatever goes be- 


yond that, goes beyond the bounds which God hath ſet 


ur, then certainly he ne- 


ver dreamt that Men ſhould be condemned for Hereſſe, as to ſome things 
which cannot be ſuppoſed to be within them. To the ſame purpoſe ſpeaks 


St. Baſil in ſeveral places, acknowledging the Pro- 
ceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt to be a thing inexplicable, and 


when the Hereticks enquired of him, What kind of 


thing that Proceſſion was, when the Spirit was neither 
Zy lvnſlos, mor yet yuyilac, all the anſwer he gives them, 
is, If there be ſuch multitudes of things in the World 
which we are ignorant of, what ſhame is it to con- 
feſs our Ignorance here? And if it be here our Duty 
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to confels our Ignorance, it is far from it to be Magiſterial and 
Definitive, that unleſs Men acknowledge every Puncłilio, they are guil- 
ty of Herefie and fundamental Errors. St. Gregory Nazianzen men- 
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tioning that Queſtion, hat this Proceſſion is? re- 
turns this Anſwer, Iell me firſt what it is for the Fa- 
ther to be unbegotten, and | will explain the Genera- 
tion of the Son, and Proceſſiom of the Holy Ghoſt , 
that we may both therein ſhew our Folly, who pry into 
theſe Divine Myſteries, and do not know the things 
which are before our Feet. And elſewhere, F we 
enquire into theſe things, what ſhall we leave to them, 
whom the Scripture tells us alone know and are known 
of each other? St. Cyril requires of Men, Td be- 
lieve his Being, and Subſiſtence, and Dominion over 
all ; but for other things not to ſuſſer the Mind to go 
beyond the Bounds allotted to humane Nature. Theſe 
ſpoke like wiſe Men, and the true Fathers of the 
Church, who would have Men content themſelves 
with believing meerly what was neceſſary in theſe 
deep and incomprehenſible Myſteries, and not to 
make Articles of Faith of ſuch things which are not 


Dogm. The. 


made neceſfary, either by deduction of Reafon, or clear Divine Revela- 
tion. Although therefore I ſhould grant, that ſome, or all of theſe, did 
themſelves believe this Proceſſion from the Son, yet hereby it appears 
they were far from impoſing it upon others, or making it a Herefe in any 
not to believe it. They ſaw well theſe were not things to be narrowly 
ſearched into, but as the Philoſopher ſaid of ſome kind of Hellebore, ta- 
hen in the lump it is Medicinal, but beaten into Powder is dangerous, is 
true of theſe more abſtruſe Myſteries of Religion; for whoſoever 
will endeavour to ſatisfie himſelf concerning them from the ſtrange Ni- 
ceties and Subtilties of the Schools, may return with greater Dcubts 
than he went to them. For not to go beyond our preſent Subject, 
whoſoever would examine the way they take to make the Proceſſion 
to be immediate from the Father and the Son, fo as to be from 
one Principle, to ſhew how the. Spirit comes from both by the ſame 
numerical Spiration; but moſt all, when they come to make Di- 
ſtinctions between the Generation of the Son, and the Proceſſion of 
the Holy Ghoſt, (of which no leſs than nine are recounted and reje- 
out of the Fathers and Schoolmen, and the laſt - 

which is the common one of the Schools, viz. 
That the one is per modum Iutellectus, and the other per modum Amo. 
ris, as unſatisfactory as any, there being ſo vaſt a diſproportion between 
the moſt immediate Acts of our Souls and theſe Emanations) will ſee 
much greater Reaſon to commend the Wiſdom of thoſe Fathers, who 
ſought to repreſs Mens Curioſity as to theſe things, and as much to con- 
demn you, who are ſo apt to charge whole Churches with Hereſie, if 
they come not up to every thing which you ſhall pronounce to be an 


en hy Qed by Petavius. 
1 L which he reſts in, 
13, 14. 
Tom. 2. 
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2. It is plain from the Fathers, That they made the belief of that to be ſuf- 
ficient for Salvation, which doth not imply this Proceſſion from the Son; which 
is, that the Holy Ghoſt doth proceed from the Father : If therefore they 
often mention the Proceſſion from the Father, without taking notice of 
the Proceſſion from the Son, and when they do ſo, aſſert the ſufficiency 


of the Belief of that for Salvation; there cannot be the leaſt ground to 


imagine that they looked on the Proceſſion from the Son as a neceſſary 
Article of Faith. We ſee before, Athanaſins made no more neceſſary, 
than 
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than the Belief of the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt ; and in the ſame Diſcourſe, 
where he ſpeaks expreſly what the Orthodox Opinion was of the Holy 
Ghoſt, he ſays no more, but, If they thought well 4 
the Word, they would likewiſe of the Spirit, which ,_ J nee bedds t & Aye 
proceeds from the Father, and is proper to the Son, zen &, 1419 6, e 5% dyis aud. 
and is given by him to the Diſciples, and all that be- l. ; w m miles ixmroguidles, 
lieve on him. In which words there is nothing but g & dnn er dy, vf dures Hu 
what the Greeks to this day do moſt freely and hear- lo: Tois hadi, » mor vit 
tily acknowledge, viz. That the Holy Ghoſt pro- _— arne. Athanaſ. c. Se- 
reeds from the Father, and is the Spirit of the Son, P. 291 fupk. 
being given by him to all that believe. Many | 
other Teſtimonies are produced out of him and the reſt of the Greek Fa- 
thers, by the Patriarch Hieremias in his Anſwer to the Wirtenberg Divines, 
by Marcus Epheſias in his Diſputes in the Council of Florence, by Gregorius 
Palamas in his Anſwer to Beccus the Latinizing Pa- 
triarch of Conſtantinople, in the time of Michael 49, Theolog. Wirtenderg, P. 217. Ge. 
Palæologus, and other modern Defendants of the 4. - — 
Greek Church. But although I do not think, that J Parent 1: 19, 20, 21, Bic 
the places produced by them are ſufficient for their J. ep. Onli Patriarch. ad Job. Uten- 
purpoſe, viz. That thoſe Fathers believed the Proceſ. d. inter «piſtol, Remonſtrans. p. 402. 
fron from the Father, excluſive, to be an Article of 
Faith; yet whoſoever will take the pains to compare theſe Teſtimo- 
nies with che others produced on the other fide by thoſe who writ in 
defence of the Filioque, either Latins, as Hugo Eterianus, Anſelme, &cc. 
or Latinizing Greeks, ſuch as Nicephorus Blemmydes, Beccus, Emanuel b. Lemis 
Calecas, and others, will find it moſt for the honour of the Fathers, and 67 
moſt conſonant to Truth, to afſert that they did not look upon this as orthodox. 
any neceſſary Article of Faith, and therefore took liberty to expreſs them- Ten. a. 
ſelves differently about it as they ſaw occaſion. For ſuch different Teſti- 
monies are produced, not only of different Fathers, but of ſeveral places 
of the ſame, that it will be a hard matter, but upon this Ground to re- 
concile them to each other and * : Apd that which abundantly 
confirms it, is, That when they ſate moſt ſolemnly in Council to deter- 
mine the Matters of Faith about the Trinity, they were ſo far from inſer- 
ting this, when they had juſt occaſion to do it, that they only mention 
W the Proceeding from the Father, and determine this to be a perfect Sym- 
| bol of Chriſtian Faith which contained no more. In the firſt Nicene Creed, 
and that which is properly ſo called, (for that which now goes under 
—— Name is the Conſtantinopolitan Creed) there was nothing at all deter- 
mined concerning the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt ; and yet Athanaſius 
faith expreſly of the Faith there delivered by the Fathers according to the 
{ Scriptures, That it was of it ſelf ſuſſicient for the | 
J turning Men from all Impiety, and the Eſtabliſh» . „% 1, 205 & rd Teligey 
ment of all Chriſtian Piety. And afterwards faith, % my; $das yeagds dende 
That though certain Men contended much for ſome mists, dildguns d wyts dvdlegmiv 
| Additions to be made to it, yet the Sardican Synod wiv mim dec, t NN 
would by no means conſent to it, becauſe the Nicene meas, ,. Teig. Athanal. ep. 
Creed was not defective, but ſufficient for Piety, and ad Epictet. Tom. 1. Pp. 562. 
therefore forbid the making of any new Creed, leſt the K 
former ſhould be accounted defeFive. We ſee then by the Teſtimony of 
Athanaſius and the Sardican Synod, (which when it ſerves your turn, as 
in the Caſe of Appeals, you extol ſo much, and in defence of Zoſimus 
his Forgery of the Nicene Canons, you would have confounded _ 
tae 
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the Nicene) that the Nicene Creed without any thing at all concerning 
the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt was looked on as ſufficient to Salvation, 
and therefore certainly they did not then judge this Article of the Pro- 
ceſſion to be ſo neceſſary as you would have it be. But ſuppoſe we yield 
4.4 2 Nazianzen, and the Fathers of the Conſt aut imopolitan Council, that though 
adCled. this Creed was not defective as to the So, yet there ought to be ſome- 
what added further concerning the Holy Ghoſt, upon the riling of 
Macedonizys : Yet even here we ſhall find when they purpoſely added to 
the Article of the Holy Ghoſt, they added only this touching the Proceſſzox 
d in dd elleds du og bh, which proceedeth from the Father, And thus the 
| Copies of the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, either in the Councils, or elſewhere 
| have it, where they mention the Proceſſion at all; And when Marcus 
Epheſus in the Florentine Council read this Creed, the L atins took no Ex- 
ceptions at all to it, but it paſſed then as it doth ſtill for the Nicene Creed, 
(although it much differs from the Original Nicene) and therefore it is a 
great Miſtake of them, who imagine the Article of Filioque was found in 
lome Copies of this Creed, for this the Latins never pretended in the Flo- 
rentine Council, (but did indeed as to the Creed of the ſecond Council of 
Nice, but were therein much (uſpe&ed of Forgery by the Greeks) which 
might be the Ground of that Miſtake. But that which I inſiſt on, is, If 
this Article ofthe Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Sox had been by 
theſe Fathers judged neceſſary, when had there been a fitter time to inſert 
it than now, when purpoſely they added the Proceſſion to the former 
Creed? And yet we ſee they did not judge it at all neceſſary to be inſerted. 
It may be you will ſay, it was, Becauſe the Controverſie was not then ſtar- 
ted concerning the Filioque ; But that can ſignifie nothing here, becauſe 
we have already ſhewed that the Fathers themſelves ſpake differently con- 
cerning it, and looked upon it as a = not neceſſary to be known; but 
the things which were upon the riſing of Hereticks inſerted into the Creed, 
were ſuch as by the Fathers were judged and believed as neceſſary before 
ever thoſe Hereticks aroſe; as in the Caſe here of Macedonixs, for I ho 
you will not ſay it was no Hereſie to deny the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt, 
till it was determined in this Oecumenical Council? For the Fathers never 
thought that they made Articles of Faith in Councils, but only declared them- 
ſelves, and what they believed againſt the Hereticks which did ariſe in 
the Church: And therefore that Anſwer of the Filioque not being then con- 
troverted, comes to nothing. From hence we come to the third Oecame- 
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tba which was agreed on and deſigned by the Holy Fathers, who were met 
together at Nice by the Holy Spirit. Concerning the meaning ot this 
Decree, we ſhall fully enquire when we come to the addition of the 
Filiogue. That which I take notice of it now for, is, not only the 
further Ratification of what was in the Creed before, and that what was 
therein contained was as much as was judged neceſſary, but an expreſs 
Decree made againſt all after- additions; which doth, as fully as a Gene- 
ral Council could do, declare that nothing elſe was neceſſary to be be- 
lieved, but what was already inſerted in the Creed: Or elſe, To 
what end did they prohibit any further Additions? To the like pur- 
poſe, the fourth General Council of Chalcedon determines, That by no 
means they would ſuffer that Faith to be moved which 


was already defined. I might proceed to the fifth kar tne rr enbede gel Sete 
and ſixth Councils, but theſe are ſufficient. Let me mroy dete I dgrtrinuy nic, 
now put ſome few Queſtions to you: Are Gene- Concil. Chalced. AK. 5, Concil. 


ral Councils Infallible, or no? Yes, ſay you, if Florent. Afl. 5. p. 590. 
confirmed by the Pope. Were not theſe four firſt | 

Councils confirmed > Yes, it is evident they were. Were they then 
Infallible in all their Decrees or no, eſpecially concerning Matters of 
Faith > If they were, were they not Infallible in this Determination, 
That it ſhould not be lawful to add to the Creed any thing elſe 
but what was in before? Were they Infallible in declaring the 
received Creed to be full and ſufficient > If they were ſo, how comes 


any Article to become neceſſary, which was not then in the Creed ? 
If youſay, The Pope and another General Gouncil have Power Infalli- 


bly to contradict cheſe, and to ſay that ſomewhat elſe is neceſſary 
to be inſerted into the Creed, and to be believed in order to Sal- 
vation; I muſt content my ſelf with having brought you to the 
humble Confeſſion, that both parts of a Contradiction may be in- 
fallibly determined. Thus we ſee that the Fathers, whether ſingle 
or joyned, in ſuch Councils which are of the greateſt Authority 
in the Chriſtian World, have been ſo far from believing or deter- 
mining this Article of the Proceſſion of the Holy _ to be neceſ- 
ſary, (which muſt be, if the denial of it be a fundamental Er- 
ror) that they have plainly enough expreſſed and determined the con- 

trary. | 
2. The next thing we come to, is, That thoſe Teſtimonies which 
are produced out of the Fathers, are ſo far from aſſerting the Neceſ- 
ſity of this Article, that the moſt of them do not evidently prove that 
they believed it. For theſe two Anſwers the Greeks return to them. 
1. That they do not aſſert the Proceſſion of the Spirit from the 
Son, but the Conſubſtantiality of the Spirit with the Son. 2. That 
thoſe which ſpeak of a Proceſſion, do not mean it of an Eternal 
.* but a Temporal, which is the ſame with the Spirits Mi/- 
on. 
1. That they do not aſſert the Eternal Proceſſion of the Spirit from 
the Son, but the Conſubſtantiality of the Spirit with the don. And 
therefore no more can be inferred from them, but only the zH 
which the Greeks conſtantly acknowledge. This they make probable 
by two things: 1. That, when the Fathers diſpute with thoſe 
who denied the Conſubſtantiality of Son and Spirit, they uſe not the 
Particle ex, but only ſay that the Spirit is the Spirit of the Son. So 
Cyril expreſly, when Theodoret had denied the Proceſſion from the * 
e 
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he gives no other Anſwer, but this, The Holy Spirit 

"Exrogeddlos 188 8 *n Y On g m- 4th truly proceed from God and the Father, according 
erde wo ape pa 1} dyrov, xg I * 10 our Sauour's words, but is not of another Nature 
eO gor, a in De e from the Son. We (ee he contents bimſelf with the 
v8, Cyril. Alexan. Tom. 6. acknowledgment that the Spirit is of the ſame Na- 
edit. Pariſ. p. 29. ture with the Son: To the ſame purpoſe is another 
Teſtimony of his produced by the Patriarch Hiere- 

O ch gp affe L Ts miles. mias ; ſpeaking of the Spirit whereby the Apoſtles 
&51 3 9 Ts d gte, . ſpake, he ſays, Which proceeded in an ineſfable man- 
voices 1 ng + 4 ner from the Father, but is not different from the Son 
tenberg. Relp. 2. attiarch. in regard of bis Eſſence. Several other Teſtimonies 
— are there produced by him, and elſewhere by others, 
which need not be here recited. 2. That when they uſe the Particle 

ex, it is againſt thoſe who denied the Conſubſtantiality both of the Son 

and Spirit; and therefore Gregorius Palamas lays down this Rule, That, 

as often as the Prepoſitions, ex and per, have the 

Gregorius Palamas, c. 1. apud Jame force in Divinity 5 they do not denote any divi- 
Peravium Dogmar. Theolog. de ſon or difference in the Trinity, but only their Con- 
Trin. To. 2. I. 7. c. 18. # Junction and inſeparable Onion, and conſent of their 
Datgenv, bd Þ daquegr, and 7 h, Vill. For which, he cites the famous Epiſtle of 
yy # a]. 4 7 ie Maximus to Marinus, which was made the Foun- 
cn ab. dation of the Union at the Council of Florence, who 
therein ſaith, that when the Latins ſaid in their Sno- 

dical Epiſtle, (ent to Conſtantinople, that the · Spirit did proceed ex filio, they 

meant no more than to ſhew jet, ris fins I dmrajppdanaxler, the perfect and 
inſeparable Union of the Divine Eſſence, So when St. Baſil ſaith, that the 

Father did Create the World, per filium ; he adds, that notes no more than 

73 uud ad Sνẽ] , the Conjunction of their Wills. And by this means the 

Greeks interpret all thoſe Paſſages of the Fathers, which ſeem moſt ex- 

preſs for the Spirits proceeding ex filio. So Martus Epheſins tells the La- 

Sell. 19. 9949 in the Florentine Council, that when we ſay, Man comes ½ s tolag, 
from the Eſſence of a Man, therein is not implied, that the Eſſence of 

Man is the productive cauſe of Man, but only it notes the =? 5p«:owy, that 
Communion of Eſſence which is in Men; ſo, when the Greek Fathers 

ſpeak of the Spirit's proceeding ex Filio, that doth not imply that the Son 

is the Principle of Spiration, but that there is a Communion of Eſſence 
between the Son and the Spirit. So, when Athanaſius diſputing againſt the 

bi ſupra. Arians (ſaith the Patriarch Hieremias) ſaith, that the Spirit & durs d 
from the Son, is given to all; and that the Father q ms xiye, & mf m], 
by the Son, in the Spirit, doth create, work, and give all things ; you muſt 
conſider, that Athanaſius was then diſputing againſt the Arians, who 
made both Son and Spirit to be Creatures: That therefore he might ſhew 
that the Spirit was of the ſame Subſtance with the Father and the Son; he 
therefore uſeth that Prepoſition ex, iyzaiges & dghod ius very opportunely and 
conveniently. Therefore, ſaith he, Ie is to be obſerved, that he never uſeth 
this but in oppoſition to the Arians, and ſuch who denied the Divinity of the 
2 Holy Ghoſt. To which purpoſe it is well obſerved by Spalatenſis, that when 
4. Na. "the Fathers of the Conſtantinopolitan Council did inſert into their Creed the 
3. 1.7. c. Article of the Spirits Proceſſion from the Father 3 they did it not with 
2 &t. a purpoſe to define any thing concerning the Proceſſion as an Article of 
F.,aith, but that they might from thoſe words of St. John infer the Divinity 
of the Holy Ghoſt, becauſe it proceeds from the Father: And withal, it 
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aſſert the Conſabſtantiality of the Spirit with the Father and the Son, becay * 
when they uſed them it was int heir Diſpmes with them who denied. it. 
And therefore Petaulus ſpends his pains to ige purpoe her 45 | 
15 to 1 this Anſwer, of the Greeks, fe only ſhe a oho SE 
ons in themſelves cannot be confined. meerly to the h 2d en oft 
Conſubſt antiali y of the Perſons, whereas the mai force of t Fl. Wel ies in 
the intention arid ſcope of, the Perſons who uſed them, and t 5 Adverſaties 
they ock againſt, and not in the importance of the Article themlelves. 


he and, N ol the Greeks, is, that molt of thoſe HG '\ 1000 
under 


t . of the Proceſſion of the Spirit — 4 the Son, are not to 

of the Eternal. Proceſſson, put of the Temporal, which js the ary rich che 

Spirit's Miſſian. This, as the reſt of the. ceks, ſo the Patriarchs y7 lan 
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_ the Spirit trotti the Son, hut that they all refer to the temporal Miſſion and | 
nifeſtation of the Jpirit through Chi, utider the Goſpel. Whether this 

Anſwer will reach to all the places produced out of the Fathers, is not 

| © here my buſineſs to enquire, only that which is pertinent to my Purpoſe | 
map be ſufficiently infefted from hence, that the Fathers certainly were 
not Definitive in this Controverſie, when their expreſſeſt Sentences ſeem | 


- 


capable of quite a different meaning to Wiſe Ind Learned Men, who, one 
would think, if the Belief of this Proceſſion had been a Tradition of their 
Church, vr Fully exprefſed in the Writings of the Father; of the Greek 
Church, could not be ſo 8 or wil ful, as either not to ſee this to have 
been their meaning, br ſuppoſing they had ſeen it, to perſiſt in ſo obſtinate 
a belief of the contrary. I can therefore with advantage return your words 
back again to you. It & to be confidered, that for many hundred Years the whole 
Greek Church never believed this to be an Article of Faith ; nay, the Fathers 
were ſo fer from it, that both ſingle and in General Conncils they did plainly ex- 
preſs the comrary ; how then bears it any ſhew of probability, what ſome few of 
Jeſterday (forced to it by an impoſſibility of otherwiſe defending the Power and 
Infallibility of the Roman Charch) affirm, that the Matter of th Controver ſie 
i fo great aud conſiderable, that it & ſuſſicient to produce an Hereffe on eit 
fide 2 Is not. this to make Fathers, and General Councils, and conſequently all 
Chriſtendome for man; hundred Tears, quite blind, and themſelves only clear 
and fharp-fighted ? Which felling Preſumption, what Spirit it argues, and 
whence it proceeds, all thoſe who have learnt from Reaſon, if not from St. Augu- 
Nine, That Pride in the Mother of making Hereſer in naneceſſary Articles e 
Faith, will eaſily collect. Do not you ſee now, how unadvifedly thoſe words 
came from yoo, which with fo (mall variation in the manner of expreſſion, 
and much greater truth in the matter of it, are returned upon your telf > 
5. 10. But I go on ſtill, if poſſible, to make you ſenfible, how much you have 
wronged the Greek Church in this charge of a fundamental Error in her for 
denying the Proceſſion of the Spirit frotm the Son. Which ſhall be from hence, 
that although there were ſome who did as plainly deny this as ever the Mo- 
dern Greeks did or do, yet they were far from being condemned tor Herefie 
in ſo doing. For which we muſt conſider, that although the Fathers, as we 
have already ſeen, did ſpeak ambiguouſly in this matter, yet the firſt who a p- 
ears openly and ſtoutly to have denied it, was Theodoret ; which, being the 
rife of the Coutroverſie, muſt be more carefully enquired into. It appears then, 
that a General Council being ſummoned by the Emperonr Theodoſtus to meet 
at Epheſus co theOpiniots of Neftorius, which were vehemently op- 
ed by Cyrit of Alexandria,and ſeveral Egyptian and Aſian Biſhops,who be- 
ng there convened, proceeded to the depoſition of Neſtorius and Anathemati- 
reg his Dodrine,before Johannes Antiochenns and ſeveral other Biſhops who 
favoured Neftorize, were come to Epheſus. When theſe therefore came and 
. found what had been done by the other Biſhops, they being ſeconded by C an- 
didianws there, and the Court. part at Conftantinople, aſſemble apart by them- 
ſel ves, and proceed on the other fide to a Depofition and Excommunication 
of Cyril and Memnon, who were the leaders of all the reſt; and theſe make an 
| Anti-Synod to the other, which conſiſted of Perſons of ſeveral Intereſts and 
| Perſwaſions, ſome Pelagairis,ſorme Ne florians, and others, more as Friexds to 
| | Neftorivs than his Opinions, as being his ancient Familiars and Acquaintance, 
did joyn with them to prevent hisDepoſition ; among which, the chief were 
err Autiochenus, and Theodoret. But before the Council, Cyril had pub- 
iſhed his twelve Azathema's againſt the Opinions of Nſtorins: To theſe 
therefore, not only the Oriental Biſhops gave an anſwer, but Joh»: the _— 
arc 
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arch ot Antioch particularly appoints TheolJoret to refute them. The 
ninth Anathema of Cyril was againſt Neſtorins, and all others who ſaid, 
That Chriſt uſed the Holy Ghoſt as a diſtind Power from himſelf, for the wor- 
king of Miracles, and that did not acknowledge him to be the proper Spirit of 
Chriſt. Theodoret _ the firſt part, wherein he SIE 5 
ſne ws he was no Neſtorian, but quarrels with the 1% 41 m ard we F vid, of 8 os 
latter part; for, ſaith he, If by that he means that the u, Y Tidlefs enmeorvidper by 
Spirit is of the ſame nature with the Son, aud that it rr & a 5 N 
proceeds from the Father, we acknowledge it together 2 r * * 2 
with bim but if by that he underſtands as though Theodgier c. Cyril. Anath, 
the Spirit had his ſubſiſtence from or by the Son, we re- Tom. 4. 2 718. ed. Sirmond. 

ph 


ef. part. 3. p. 497. 


thing in this kind ſpoken with greater heat and ed. Bin. 
confidence than this was here by Theodoret 2? And if 

this had been looked on as Heretical at that time, can we poſſibly ima- 
gine that ſo zealous an Oppoſer of all Hereſies, arid eſpecially of the 
Neſtorians, as St. Cyril of Alexandria was, ſhould ſo coolly arid patiently _ —_ 
pals this by as he doth > For all the anſwer he gives, is only that which * 


was before cited out of him; that he acknowledgeth, The Spirit doth pro- 


ceed from the Father, but yet ira & dd us, it is not of another Nature 
from the Son; but did not Theodoret exprelly aſſert that, as well as Cyril? 
Is it then poſſible that any one who hath his Wits about him, Mould 
imagine, that if that Doctrine of Theodoret had been accounted Heretical, 
it being expreſſed in ſo vehement a manner as it is, it ſhould have no 
other anſwer from Cyril, but only approving that which Theodoret con» 
feſſeth, viz. the Conſubſtantiality of the Spirit with the Son ? All the An- Deg. 
ſwer which Petavins and others give, is ſo weak and trifling, that one 2. J. c. 
may eaſily ſee how much they were putto it to find out any : Sometimes 18. 
it was becauſe Cyril was intent upon his Buſineſs, and therefore paſſed it by ; c.. 
as though he were ſo weak a Man as to let his Adverſary broach Herelie, 
and ſay nothing to it, becauſe it was not pertinent to the preſent Cauſe. 
But if it were not, it is an Argument the ſecond Arſwer is falſe, viz. that 
Theodoret was herein a Neſtorian ; for it he were ſo, it could not be beſides 
the buſineſs, but was a main part of it. Moreover, if this were a piece of 
Neſtorianiſim, it is very ſtrange the Fathers of that Council, when they 
purpoſely collected the Opinions of Neſtorius out of his own Writings, cell. E- 
ſhould never make any mention at all of this, no not when they produce be, Pare. 
his Opinion concerning the Spirit of God. Why was it not then condem- & 179 ” 
ned and Arnathematized as one of his Hereſies? Why did not the Oriental 
Biſhops, when they ſubſcribed to the Depoſition of Neſtorius, and the Ele- 
ction of Maximianns at Conſtantinople, and ſent a Confeſſion of their 
Faith to Cyril at Alexandria by Paulus Emeſenns, mention this among the 
reſt of their Agreement with the Orthodox Biſhops £ Yet in that extant ,s. 
both in Cyril's Works, and in the third part of the Council at Epheſus, there 8 
is not the leaſt intimation of it. And therefore the learned Jeſuit Sirmondus, 
in the Life of Theodoret, prefixed by him to the firſt Tome of his Works 
which he ſet forth, vindicates Theodoret from all ſuſpicion of Neſtorianiſm, 
and imputes all the Troubles which he fell into on that account to the vi- 
olence of Djoſcorus the Succeſſor of Cyril at Alexandria, who being a great 
Patron of the Eutycbiant, thought to revenge himſelf on Theodoret, by 
blaſting his Reputation as a Neſtorian. There is not then any ſhew of 
robability that this Opinion in Theodoret was condemned as a piece of 
eftorianiſm, which certainly the whole Greek Church could not have been 
D 2 ignorant 
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ignorant of, from that time to this. But though that piece of IHeodor et 
againſt Cyril's Anathema's were condemned in ſucceeding Councilt, yet 
that might be for the defence of other things, which they judged border- 
ed too near on Neſtorianiſm, or becauſe they would not have any Monu- 


ment remain of that Diſcord between the Oriental Biſhops, and the Epheſine 


Council; which Theodoſius doth ſo much, and ſo heartily lament in his ex- 
cellent Epiſtle to Johannes Autiochenus about a Reconciliation between 
him and Cyril, after the Baniſhment of Neſtorius, and the choice of Max- 
imianus. Thus we ſee one who in a divided and buſie time ventured up- 
on the abſolute denial of the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son not 
as a bare Error, but as [mpions and Blaſphemons, yet was far from being 
condemned for Heretical himſelf for ſaying ſo, by thole Fathers, who 
were the moſt zealous defenders of the true Apoſtolical Faith: And if 
theſe things conſidered together, do not make it appear that the Fathers 
did not make the denial of the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the 
Son to be a Hereſie, I know not what can be made plain from them. 

But I know, whatever the Fathers (ay, you are of Cornelius Muſſus his 
mind, who heartily profeſſed, that he preferred the judgment of one Pope, 
before a thouſand Auguſtines and Hieroms; but what it the Pope ſhould 
prove of the ſame mind with the Fathers, how then can this be accounted 
an Hereſie ? And that they were exactly of the fame mind, might be made 
appear by the ſeveral Epiſtles of Vigilius and Agatho, in confirmation of the 
Faith eſtabliſhed in the ſour firſt General Councils, in which it was deter- 
mined, that all neceſſaries were already in the Creed, and that there need- 
ed no further Additions to it, both which are produced and inſiſted on by 
the Greeks in the fifth Seſſion at Ferrara. But I pals by them, and come 
to more particular Teſtimonies of Popes, and that either in Councils, or 
upon a Reference to them from Councils. The firſt time we read of this 
Controverſie in the Weſtern Churches was about Anno Dom. 767. in the 
time of Conſtantius Copronymus, upon which in the time of Pepin King 
ot France, there was a Synod held at Gentilly near Paris for determining a 
Controverſie between the Greeks and Latins about the 1rinity, as appears by 
the ſeveral Teſtimonies of Ado and Rhegino in their Chronicles, produced 


% by Pithens, Petavius, and others: But little more is left of that Conven- 
tion, beſides the bare mention of it; but it ſeems the Aſhes were only 


raked over theſe Coals then, which about two and forty Years after, Anno 
Dom. 809. broke out into a greater Flame; for as appears by the Teſti mo- 
nies of the ſame Ado, and Adelmnus or Ademarus, a Synod was held at 
Aquiſerane, about this very Queſtion, Whether the Spirit did proceed from 
the Son as well as the Father; which Queſtion, they ſay, was ſtarted by 


one John a Monk of Jeruſalem, which Monk Pithæus ſuppoſeth to be Jo- - 


hannes Damaſcenus, who after Theodoret moſt expreſly denied the Pro- 
celſton from the Son; but whether it was he or any other, it ſeems from 


that Council called by Charles the Great, there were ſeveral Legates (called 


Apocriſiarii) diſpatched to Rome to know the judgment of the preſent Pope 
Leo 3.concerning this Controverſie ; the Legates were Bernarius, Jeſſe, and 
Adalbardus, the two former the Biſhops of Worms and Amiens, the latter 
the 4bbot of Corbey. But Petavius herein betrays either his Fraud or Inad- 
vertency, that he will by no means admit that theſe came to the Pope to 
know his judgment concerning the Proceſſion it ſelf, but only concerning 
the Addition of the Filioque to the Creed, which now began to be uſed in 
the Gallican Churches with that Addition. But although I grant that the 
main of their Buſineſs was concerning the Addition of Filioque, by the =_ 

token 
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token that Leo condemned it, as will appear afterwards z yet that brought 

on the Diſcourſe concerning the Doctrine it ſelf of the Proceſſion from the 

Son. For inthe Ad of Smaragdus which were ſent to Charles the Great, cnn, 
giving an account of this Controverſie, which are publiſhed both by Ba gc. 4 


ronins, and Sir mondus ; it appears that when they urge the Pope for his mend. Con- 
Conſent co the Addition of Filioque, they make uſe of this Argument, That _—_ 


Tom. 2. 5. 


it was a Matter of Faith, and therefore none ſhould be ignorant of it; upon 236, 257. 
which they ask the Pope this Queſtion 3 Whether if any one doth not know or 


dot h. not believe this Article, he could be ſaved ? To 
which the Pope returns this wiſe and cautious Anſwer, 
Whoſoever by the Subtilty of his Wit can reach to the 
knowledge of it, and knowing it, will not believe it, he 
cannot be ſaved. For there are many things, of which this 
is one, which being the deeper Myſteries of Faith, to 
the knowledge of them many can attain, but many others 
cannot, being hindred either through want of Age, or 
Capacity ; and therefore, as we ſaid before, he that can 


Quiſquis ad hoc ſenſu ſubtiliori pertingere 
poreſt, & id ſcire, aut ita ſciens, credere no- 
luerit, ſalvus eſſe non poterit. Sunt enim 
multa, & quibus iſtud unum eſt, — fidei 
altiora myſteria, ad quorum indagationem 
pertingere multi valent : multi vero aut 
ætatis quantitate, aut intelligentie qualita- 
te prepediti non valent ; & ideo, ut predix- 
imus, qui potuerit, (7 noluerit, ſaluus eſſe 
hon, pot uerit. Apud Sirmond, ubi ſupra. 


and will not, ſhall not be ſaved. | pray, Sir, do me the Favour to let me 
know your Judgment, whether this Pope were infallible or no? Or, will 
you acknowledge that he was quite beſede the Cuſhion, that is, not in Cathedrd 
when he ſpake it? What? Not then, when ſolemn Legates were diſpatched 
from a Council purpoſely to know his Judgment in a Matter of Controver- 
fie, which the Church was divided about? If ſo, the Pope ſhall never be in 
Cathedr#4 but when you will have bim; or if he were there, you will 
ſurely ſay, he did not act very Apoſtolically, when he ſpake theſe words. 
For, can any thing be more plain, than that the Pope determines this Article 
of the Proceſſion from the Son, to be no neceſſary Article of Faith; but ac- 
knowledgeth it to be one of the deeper Myiferies of Religion which none 
were obliged to believe, but ſuch as could reach to the knowledge of it; 
which either want of Age in ſome, Capacity in others, and invincible Pre- 
judice in many more, might keep them from the knowledge of? Thus it 
appears by the Pope's Judgment, the denial of this could be no Herxeſie 
then, becaule he declares it, not to be neceſſary to be believed by all. What 
now muſt we think of this Pope, if we apply your words to him? Were al 
other ſucceeding Ages blind, and this Pope only clear and ſharp-ſighted e Which 
Judgment of his muit be called nothing ſhort of ſwelling Preſumption 5 and if 
you pleaſe St. Auitin ſhall be, quotgdl for it too, but it muſt be in ſome other 
place, beſides that where he ſays, that Pride is the Mother of Hereſie. Do you 
think we can do other than hugely applaud our ſelves, in ſeeing you ſo 
furiouſly lay about you, when we know, your firſt Blows fall on the Fa- 
thers, and your ſecond cut off one Leg at leaſt of your Infallible Chair. 
Can we have better Security againſt you than the Judgment of one of 
your own Popes? May we not well be accounted blind, when for our 
ſakes Infallibility it ſelf mult be ſo to? If you tell us that after-Popes de- 
Clared otherwiſe : I have but one Requeſt to make to you, viz. To make 
it appear, that when two Popes ſhall JETS both parts of a Contradicti- 
on to be true, they both are Infallible in doing ſo? 

But if we proceed a little further, it may be we ſhall find the Judg- 
ment of another Pope agreeing with this. For which we muſt conſider that 
Anno Dom. 858. Ignatius the Patriarch of Conftantinople being Impriſoned 
by the Emperour Michael, and Photius being placed in his room, in a Coun- 
eil held by Photius, Anno Dom. 861. Ignatius was condemaed, 8 
which he being likewiſe condemned by Pope Nicolaus at Rome, he doth as 


much 
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much for him at Con ſtantinople. So that thoſe Grudges which had been 

before more cloſely carried between the Greeks and Latins, did now open- 

ly diſcover themſelves. But among ſeveral other things which Photius 

charged the Latin Church with, the chiefeſt, and that which he inſiſts on 

with the greateſt vehemency, is, That they did at- 

Kai 73 deer A RU e & mar Fempt to Corrupt and Adulterate the Holy and Sacred 

mis Eurodtxois x, diu mois vn Symbol of Faith, which had obtained an nnalterable 

ao, duazy ta Þ lov, vids Force by the Decrees of Synods and Councils, with 

erte, & TegiyygeTou gen, fulſe Senſes and new Additions, by an unmeaſurable 

Yy v9 OT e tr Confidence. O their Diabolical Machinations 1 

TN aviing vl Bow Fn" by a ſtrange Innovation, they make the Holy Gh 

Eren. vu? Ti, proceed not only from the Father, but the Son too. 

aumgdle du, Au oh o ful lis. Photius This we find in his Erxcyclical Epiſtle, Publiſbed by 

ep. 7. p. 5t. him on the account of the Difference between the 

Latin and the Greek Church, in which he largely 

diſputes againſt the Doctrine of the Proceſſion of the Spirit from the Son, 

and, as we ſee, charges the Latint with Fraud, Preſumption, and a de- 

fire of Innovation, in the inſerting that Article into the Creed, Not 

long after, this Pope Nicolaus having adviſed with the Gallican Biſhops 

what todo in this buſineſs, diesz to whom Adrian ſucceeds as bitter 

againſt Photius as his Predeceſſor, and had more advantage againſt him 

than the other had. For, at Conſtantinople the Emperour Michael being 

{lain by Baſilins, whom he had adopted to a Partnerſhip in the Empire 

the Year before, he preſently baniſheth Photius, reſtoreth Ignatius, cal- 

leth a Council, A. D. 869. in which Photius is Anathematized ; and, for 

the greater Execration of him, they dipt their Pens wherewith they 

ſabſcribed, in the ſacred Chalice. This the Latins call the eighth Oecume- 

nical Synod. Notwithſtanding all which, Ignatius being dead, Photins is 

reſtored by Baſilins Macedo, Anno Dom. 878. Legates are diſpatched to 

Pope John 8. (as in Courteſie to you we call him) who ſucceeded Adrian, 

that Photius might be reſtored to the Communion of the Church and his 

Patriarchal Dignity ; which is preſently done. The Year following, a 

General Council is held at Conſtantinople, in which the Pope's Legates are 

preſent, and this the Greeks only admit for the eighth Oecumenical. In 

which all that was done againſt Photius is abrogated, the Conſtantinopoli- 

tan Creed without the Addition of Filioque is ſolemnly read, and it is de- 

creed againſt the Latins, the Pope's Legatłbconſenting, that nothing ſhould 

be added to the Creed. But leſt you ſhould think the Pope's Legates were 

practiſed upon by ſome Arts of Photins (for ſome of his Enemies among 

other Reproaches, did not ſtick to ſay, he learnt Magick from the fa- 

mous Santarabenut) and that it was done without the Pope's free Conſent : 

We have his own Teſtimony afterwards in approbation of it. For Pi- 

5 4 theus, an Ingenuous, as well as very Learned Man, confeſſeth, that the 

. Letters of this Pope are till extant among the Latins, by which it appears 

that he condemned all the Syzods held againſt Pbotize, whether. at 

Rome or Conit antinople ; and the Patriarch Hieremias (whoſe Teſti- 

mony in other caſes you make much of) faith expreſly, not only 

that the Pope conſented to this Synod, by the Cardinal Peter, and 

Paulus, and Eugenius who were there his Legates z but. that in an 

t piſtle he writ to Photius, he hath theſe words. I declare again to 

your Grace, concerning that Article, by which ſuch Scandals have been in 


the Churches of Chrift. Aſſure your ſelf, that we not only ſpeak this, oe 
| _ 
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that we really Judge, Thoſe who firſt durſt Þ owt + tber 


Ne JE C7! ©3304 14 7 14 


— — 


Preſumption do this, to be (ot e 5 in eli. 


— 1 changers of the Dotrine of our — 
— the Holy Fathers, aud we place och in the 'So0i- ook 4 

ny of Judas, What Article was this, I pray, which W 55. 
the is ſo zealous againſt ?' Even. no other than 
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when by his Legates in à Counefl (therefore Inf 
according to you, becauſe confirmed by the 
he had declared himſelf utterly againſt the Addition of this Article tothe 
Creed. And inſtead of accounting them Hereticks who denied it, you * 

how much worſe than Hereticks he accounted them who br added it. 
that I wonder, you do not rather account — of that Article Es. 
fe, than the denial of it. I know well your Party rail here 
to purpdſe againſt Photia 4 but what is all 8 to es, Buſineſs ? Let Pho- 
nus be what he will, Were not the Pope's Legates preſent at the Council 7 
Did not they confirm the Decrets of it > Did not the Pope afterwards A 
tifie it ? So that if ever Council were Infallible accor ent your Princi+ 
ples, this muſt be; chooſe therefore, either to re the Pope and 
Council. Tn alltb?ity, orelſe acknowled e that —— at one time may be in- 
faſlibly guilty of violating Scriptures, - "hers, Contcils for aſſerting that 
Do#rine, which they may be orb, guilty of Herefſe for not aſſertin 
at another. I know very well, that Maine who ſucceeded Jobs 8. 
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Rome, condemned his Predeceſſors Acts and Photios together, (tor he was + — 
before imp'oyed both by Nicolas and Adrien in the Excommunicating.. . _ 


and Condemning Pboria) but what this 2 I underſtand not  any-fur- 
ther, than that ſtill one Pope may Infallibly contradi& another, or that a 
Pope without 4 Council ſhall be more Infallible than with one; or laſtly, 
(which is the grand Arcana Imperi?) thoſe Poper, and thoſe Decrees which 
are for the preſent Intereſt of the Charch of Rowe muſt be owned as Infal- 
Hole; but for the reſt, the beſt Art muſt be uſed to blaſt them that may be. 

And for this you want not yout many Tricks and Devices to accuſe Aus 
thors of Forgery, cry out on them for Heteticks, rail out of meaſure when 
you have nothing elſe to ſay.z or i _ all ftiis, Teſtimonies” ſtand of 
force againſt you, then . but Excogitato comments detorque- 
re in alium ſenſum, to find ont ome Trick to wreſt chem to another Senſe, 

25 the Authors of the Belgick Index Expurgatorios in the Caſe of 
Bertram. But for all Men who think it not lawful © ſay. any thing in a bad 
Cauſe, this may certainly be ſufficient to Nlikw, that if Fathers a 
may be relyed on, if Popes and Councils be Infallible, that was not accoun- 


ted an Herefie'by them, which you condemn for ſuch in the Greek Churohi 


Having thus diſcovered, that this Opiniotiyou condemn for Herefe in 
the Greek Church, was otherwiſe eſteemed both by hoes Occumenical 
Councils, and Popes z I come-to that which you ſeem to rely on for making 
it Heretical, viz. That the Greeks and Latins both toget 13 # 
for Heretical in the General Council at Florence: Alth might be 
worth our while to enquire how far any General Conteil ane make 
or declare that to be a neceſſary Article of Faith, which was determined 
to be otherwiſe by former General Councils. But omitting that at re 
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which we may have a fitter occaſion to diſcuſs in the Queſtion of Funda- 
prent ali, and the Infallibility of General Councils 3 1. therefore come to exa- 


mine the Matter of Fact in the Horentine Councii, concerning the determi- 
nation of this Opinion there as Heretical. Wherein it we conſider the time 


in which, and the occaſion · upon which this Cosncil was call d, if we con- 


ſider the way of the managery of it, the Art, whereby the Greeks were 
drawn to this conſent, the manner of propoſing the Decrees of it, or the 
Acceptance which it found in the Greek Church, upon none of theſe re- 
ſpects we ſhall have cauſe to look upon it as a Free and General Council, 
Saoraining that Opinion as Heretical, which you ſay was ſo determined 

here. In all which we mult: profeſs how much we are obliged to that 
faithful and impartial Account of all the Proceedings relating to this Conn- 

eil, written by Sylveſter Sguropulus, one preſent at the moſt ſecret Negotia- 
tions of it, tranſcribed out of the MS. in the King of France his Library, 

by Claudius Serravins, and firſt publiſhed for the general Good of the 

World by our Learned Dean of Vella. It appears then, that which gave the 

firſt riſe to the thoughts of Union between the Greek and Latin Churches, 

was the miſerable condition which the Greek Empire was now reduced to, 

by the Incurſions of the -T#rks and Saracens, For it ſeems for thirty Years, 
before that an Embeſſadowur was ſent to Rowe from Manuel Palæologus to 

- negotiate the Buſineſs of the Union) from the time of the Patriarch Nilus, 

and Pope Urban, there had been no entercourſe at all between the Popes 

and Patrierchs, but now. upon this Addreſs made to them by the Greeks, 

the Popes careſs them with all imaginable Kindneſs, teed them high with 
Promiſes, engage their utmoſt to promote this Union, (well knowing 

with what Advantage to themſel ves jt. might be managed in this Critical 

Sylvefler Junctute of their Affairs.) For now Amurath 2. having ſubdued Pelopon- 
—__ »eſus, had advanced almoſt to the Walls of Conſtantinople, and therefore 
7 — when the Pope ſent one to the Eæperour and Fatriarch. to appoint a Day 
ſell. 2. c. for the Council, they told him they could not then have leiſure to think of 
Council ; and if they had, by reaſon of the Fury of the Wars the Biſhops 
could not be aſſembled together to make a full Conncil. But jit ſeems the 

State of Affairs grew worſe (till with them, and the DN Manuel 
Palæologus was but an Eublem of a worſe in the State, the Empire being 
brought daily into greater Dangers. Which put Johannes Palgalogus upon 
further thoughts, how any Help or Relief might be had from the Heſt in 

this Extremity. But they might eafily, underſtand the Terms of that Uzion 

from the Speech of the Cardinali to the Emperonr's Legates, That the Ro- 

man Chureb was the Mother, and the Eaſtern only the Daughter, and there- 

fore it was but ſit that the Davghter ſhould ſubmit to the Mother; That for 

their parts, they would not leave the Deciſion of this Controverſie to mul- 

titudes of Voices, (it ſeems then they had high thoughts of the Infallibili- 

— ty of General Councils) but three ſhould be choſen on either ſide, who be- 
ing apart by themſel ves ſnould invoke God, and whatever he ſhould reveal 


to them, that all ſhould conſent to: For he that hath ſaid, that Where two 


or three are gathered together in his Name he would be in the midſt of "them ʒ 
he that made the Aſs to ſpeak (the Cardinal's own Argument) would not fail 
of letting them know his Will Infallibly, which was to be received from them by 
all others. (There may be then a much read ier way for Infallibility. than 
dy Pope and Councils.) But if nothing elſe would ſatisfie but a Council, it 
muſt be in Nah, contrary to the Pope's Promiſe before, that it ſhould be at 
Conſtantinople ; but when they urged the vaſtneſs of the Expence, and un- 
ſuitableneſs of it to their preſent Neceſſities 5 rather than a matter 1 * 
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ly to be ſo much for the advantage of the See of Rome ſhould not go for- 
ward, the Pope proffers to advance a conſiderable Sum of Money for the 
defraying the Charges of the Greeks, both in coming to, and abiding at the 
Council. Which thoſe who underſtand not the Iutrigus of that Court, would 
have thought had been far better ſpent in a preſent ſupply of the Greek 
Emperonr, the better to have enabled him to defend the Chriſtian Churches 
from the Invaſion of their Enemies, But any one who looks into the ma- 
nagement of things, will eaſily diſcern upon what grounds the Pope choſe 
rathera dilatory proceeding, drawing the Emperour and ſo many Biſhops 
from Greece into Italy at that time, and all the while to feed them with rich 
Promiſes of Aſſiſtance, upon condition that the Union was accompliſhed z 
but at laſt after two years attendance (for ſo long the Council continued at 
Ferrara and Florence) the poor Eæperour was — as empty as he came, 
and found things in a much worſe condition than he left them. Which 


could not rationally be expected to be otherwiſe. When the Greeks knew C. 17. 18. 


that the Emperonr had afſented that the Council ſhould be in Itah, they be- 
gan (ſtrangely to be troubled at it, ſome reſolved never to communicate more 
in the Councils of the Onion; the Patriarch often (aid, that he knew no 
good Ifſue could come of a Council held in the Pope's Territories; and 
if they muſt receive their allowance from the Pope, what did they elſe but 
therein confeſs themſelves his Vaſſals already, and therefore nothing could 
be expected from them, but to do juſt what he would have them; or elſe 
he might eaſily ſtarve them into conſent and approbation of his Will. For 
they ſhould be wholly under his Power, and if he denied their Stipends, 
there was no poſſibility of getting from him. Was not this then like to be 
a very free Council? And it proved accordingly ; For when they were at 
Council the Pope kept them ſhort enough, ſo that many of them were redu- 
ced to the greateſt Neceſſities, and were not ſuffered unleſs by ſtealth to go 


ſo much as out of the Gates of the City, as Beſſarion himſelf once found, 9. 5. c. 


when he attempted it at Florence. But notwithitanding all the perſwaſions 


of the wiſeſt of his Councellors at home to the contrary, not ithſtanding Sed. 3. 
an Expreſs from the Emperour Sigiſmund to diſſwade the Greek Emperour in 


the preſent ſtate of Affairs from this Journey into Italy, yet he was reſol- 
ved upon it, and uſed all the Arts he could before- hand to make choice of 
ſuch Perſons as might be moſt for his purpoſe. Himſelf, without the con- 


ſent of the Patriarch, appointing the Legates of the three other Patriarchs Sed. 3. c. 
of Feruſalem, Antioch, and Alexandria: And when theſe Patrierchs had 


given no other Inſtructions to theſe Legates, than that they ſhould have 
power to give their Suffrages upon theſe Terms, and no other, T hat all things 
were carried fairly, and defined Canonically, according to the Decrees of Oecu- 
menical Councils and Holy Fathers, ſo that nothing ſhould he added, changed, 
or innovated in the Symbol of Faith; he, at the Inſtigation of one of the La- 
tin Legates, then Reſident at Conſtantinople, ſent away to the ſeveral Patri- 
erchs, for the altering their Inſtructions, upon a folemn Promiſe that the 
Conditions mentioned by them ſhould however be exactly obſerved:Which 
whether they were or no, will appear by the Series of the Story. And that 
we may better judge how General this Council was like to be, at the ſame 
time that theſe Negotiations for Onion were on foot, the Cauncil of Baſal 
was then ſitting in o tion to Pope Eugenius; to them and to the Pope 
at the ſame time, the Emperonr diſpatched ſeveral Legates with theſame In- 
ſtructions, and both of them returned theirs to the Ewperour, ſecking as 


E. 4 


much as poſſible to outvy each other in large Promiſes if the Greeks did cp. 13. 


Joyn in Council with them z both a Emperour held in play till bs 
cou 
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could ſee with whom he was like to make the beſt Terms. But as the Ro- 
maniſts are never back ward at ſuch Arts, they had cauſed it by their Inſtru- 
ments to be reported at Conſtantinople, that the Council at Baſil had ſubmit- 
ted to the Pope, which within fifteen days was confuted by the arrival of 
the Galleys ſent from the Council to convey the Greeks over to it; upon 
which the Emperour had much to do to keep Condelmerius the Pope's Ne- 
phew from fighting the Councils Galleys within his view; for he ſaid, he had 
expreſs Order from the Pope to ſink them where ever he met them. And 
were not theſe fair Tendencies to a Free and General Council? And yet after 
all this, not full thirty Biſpop of the Greek Church went along with the Pa- 
triarch, asappears by the particular enumeration of them by Sguropulus: 
other Officers indeed, and Morks, there were to fill up the number; and 
yet thele were more than the Emperonr could well mould to his Deſigns 


Sell. 6. c. 3. when he had them there. But the Pope ſoon accompliſhed the Patriarch's 


See. 8. C. 
12. 


Prediction in keeping them bare enough, when they were at his finding, 
that he might be ſure to make them hungry Greeks, and then he ſuppoſed 
the other part of the Proverb would follow after. After the Council had be- 
gun at Ferrara, and continued there ſixteen Seſſzons, wherein were many 
publick and ſolemn Diſputes between the Greeks and Latins, it was removed 
to Florence; where the Greeks (till underwent the ſame Hard ſnips, and the 
Latins ſought to hold out at Diſputations, till the Greeks Neceſſity ſhould 
be ſo preſſing, as to neceſſitate them to an abſolute Submiſhon to the La- 
tin Church. But, Reports and Meſſages coming from Conſtantinople, acqua in- 
ting the Experony with the difficulties the City was in, and the Progreſs 
which the Enemies made; and finding, that during the fitting of the Conn- 
cil the Pope (till put him off and gave him nothing but words, he therefore 
reſolves upon another courſe ; he breaks all Publick and Conciliary Procee- 
dings, pretending that no Ifſue would come of thoſe Diſputations, calls a 
private Cabal of ſuch whom he knew fitteſt for his purpole to contrive ſome 
ſhorter way to put an end to this Buſineſs. For that end, makes choice firſt of 
ten Perſons of either ſide to agree upon ſome Propoſals for Union, and ac- 
quaints none elſe of the Greeks with their Tranſactions. When theſe things 
took no effect, the Patriarch who carried on the Emperonr's deſign, often 
convenes the Greeks together, and in plain terms perſwades them to perfect 
Diſſimulation, that ſince the neceſſity of Affairs was ſuch, it would be huge- 
ly for their ad vantage, if in ſome things they did yield to the L atins deſires. 
When they told him, that in Matters of Faith they could not do it, he re- 
plies, that if in twenty four Articles of Faith they yielded but in one, the 
{oundneſs of twenty three would make amends for the twenty fourth. Such 
kind of Arguments as theſe were they driven to, to bring the Greeks to hear- 


kento any Terms of Union. After this, the Latins ſent them an Explication 


of Faith, which if the Greeks would ſubſcribe, there might be an Union be- 
tween them : Which being read among them, containing chietly the ac- 
knowledgement of the Proceſſzon from the Son, all but the four who were the 
Emperour's Inſtraments in this Work, unanimouſly diſown it: And when the 


. Emperour urged them every one to deliver their S»frages in writings, they 


tell him, it was contrary to the proceeding of all Oecumenical Conncils:How- 
ever, hetold them he commanded them to doit. By which means rebuking 


ſome, cajoling others, he at laſt brought it by the multitude of Syfſrages,that 


fivePerſons were ſelected among the reſt,to draw up a Form of Union; which, 
though drawn up very favourably for the Greeks, yet, thoſe who were 
for it, did not eaſily carry it from thoſe who oppoſed it. And yet to this 


the Latizs returned no leſs than twelve Exceptions Upon which the En- 
peronr 
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. Who were of greateſt Authority in obſtructing his Deſigns ; but Marc us 


F the Latins Opinion with Hereffe. *Notwithſtanding all which, when it 


perour was fain to take a new Courſe, and exclude thoſe from the Councils, Sets. <4: 


Epheſus (till continued in ſo great oppoſition, that he publickly charged 


) was put to Suffrage, Whether the Spirit did proceed from the Son; for ten C. 8. 


f who affirmed it, there were ſebenteen who denied it, which put them 

| yet to more Diſquietment, and new Councils. At-firſt the Eayperour would 

| Vote himſelf, which when the Patriarch kept him from, ſome adviſed him 

to remove more of the Diſſenters: But, inſtead of that, they uſed a more 
plauſible and effectual way ; the Emperonr and Patriarch ſent for them ſe- 


vetally; and ſomegiiey upbraided with Ingratitude, others they careſſed 
with all Expreſſions o 


| Yet, at the laſt, they.could get but, 3 3=Biſbops to affirm the Proceſſi on from 
the Son, all others being excluded the Power of giving Suffrage ; who were 

accuſtomed formerly to give it, ſuch as the great Officers of the Church of 
| Conſtantinople, the C @nobiarchs and others; but to fill up the number, all 

the Courtiers were called in, who made no diſpute, but did preſently what 
| the Emperour would have them do. Having diſpatched this after this 
manner, the other Controverſies concerning the Addition to the Creed, un- 
; leavened Bread in the Euchariſt, Purgatory, Pope's Supremacy, thy, Empervur 
| 


Kindaeſs, both by themſelves and their Inſtruments e C. 5. 


C. 16: 


agreed them privately, never ſo much as communicating them to the oo 
Greek Synod. Among the Emperour's Inſtruments, the Biſbop of — anc 10. % 


5 went roundly to work, ſaying openly, Les the Pope give me ſo many Florena. 
; to be diſtributed to whom I think ſu, and I make no queſtion but to bring them in 
very readily to ſubſcribe the Union ;, which he accordingly effected; and the 
ſame way was taken with ſeveral others: By which, and other Mean 


moſt of thoſe who were excluded from the Suffrgges,were at laſt perſwadt 


at Florence, which are more particularly and largely proſecuted by the 
Author, wherein we ſee what Clandeſtine Arts, what Menaces, and Inſi- 


more than pretended ; for the-infigitely greater number of Biſbops at home 
refuſed it, and theſe very Biſhops themſelves, when they ſaw what Ants 
were uſed in it, fell off from it again, and the Emperor found himſelf at 
laſt deceived in his great expectations of help from the Latizs. Muſt we 
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miſe of Infallibility annexed to the Definitions of it > Shall we from hence 
pronounce the Greeks Doctrine to be Heretical, when for all theſe Procee- 
dings, yet at laſt no more was agreed on, than that they did both believe 
the Proceſſion from the Son, without condemning the other Opinion as He- 
retical, as you pretend, which the Greer would never have conſented to? 
Or Anathematizing the Perſons who denied it, as was uſual in former Ge- 
neral Councils, who did ſuppoſe it not enpugh to have it virtually done by 
the poſitive Definition, but did exprefly- and formally do it. For when: 


ſarion of Nice, and. Iſdore of R who for their great Service to the 


JJ % e T WP GO- 5 © 


were zealous promoters of the Union. This I have at large (more out of 
a deſign to vindicate the Greek Church, than being neceſſitated to it by any 
thing you produce) ſhewed, that there is no reaſon from Authority, either 


Re or after the Council of Florence, to charge the Greek Chur þ with 
ereſee. LY | .** et | of | 
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to Subſcribe. This is the ſhort account of the Management of thoſe Affairs 


nuations, what Threats and Promiſes were uſed to bring the poor Greeks _ 
to conſent to this pretended Zion. For it afterwards appeared to be no 


then acknowledge this for a Free and General Council, which hath a Pro- 


this Anathematizing Diſſenters , Coho fo among the Greeks by Be 
uſſua X 
Pope in this Buſineſs were made Cardinals) it was refuſed by the reſt, who 
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could ſee with whom he was like to make the beſt Terms. But as the Ro- 
maniſts are never backward at ſuch Arts, they had cauſed it by their Inſtru- 
ments to be reported at Conſtantinople, that the Council at Bafel had ſubmit- 
ted to the Pope, which within fifteen days was confuted by the arrival of 
the Ga/leys ſent from the Council to convey the Greeks over to it; upon 
which the Emperor had much to do to keep Condelmerius the Pope's Ne- 
phew from fighting the Councils Galleys within his view; for he ſaid, he had 
expreſs Order from the Pope to fink them where ever he met them. And 
were not theſe fair Tendencies to a Free and Gereral Council? And yet after 
all this, not full thirty Biſpops of the Greek Church went along with the Pa- 
triarch, as appeats by the particular enumeration of them by guropulus: 
other Officers indeed, and Monks, there were to fill up the number; and 
yet thele were more than the Emperour could well mould to his Deſigns 


Sec. 6. c. 3. when he had them there. But the Pope ſoon accompliſhed the Patriarch's 


See. 8. C. 
12. 


Prediction in keeping them bare enough, when they were at his finding, 
that he might be ſure to make them hungry Greeks, and then he ſuppoſed 
the other part of the Proverb would follow after. After the Council had be- 
gun at Ferrara, and continued there (ſixteen Seſſions, wherein were many 
publick and ſolemn Diſputes between the Greeks and Latins, it was removed 
to Florence; where the Greeks (till underwent the ſame Hard ſhips, and the 
Latins ſought to hold out at Diſputations, till the Greeks Neceſſity ſhould 
be ſo preſſing, as to neceſſitate them to an abſolute Submiſſion to the La- 
tin Church. But, Reports and Meſſages coming from Conſtantinople, acquain- 
ting the Emperour with the difficulties the City was in, and the Progreſs 
which the Enemies made; and finding, that during the fitting of the Coun- 
cil the Pope (till put him offand gave him nothing but words, he therefore 
reſolves upon another courſe ; he breaks all Publick and Concilizry Procee- 
dings, pretending that no Iſſue would come of thoſe Diſputations, calls a 
private Cabal of ſuch whom he knew fitteſt for his purpole to contrive ſome 
ſhorter way to put an end to this Buſineſs. For that end, makes choice firſt of 


ten Perſons of either (ide to agree upon ſome Propoſa]s for Union, and ac- 


quaints none elſe of the Greeks with their Tranſattions. When theſe things 
took no effect, the Patriarch who carried on the Emperonr's deſign, often 
convenes the Greeks together, and in plain terms perſwades them to perfect 
Diſſimulation, that ſince the neceſſity of Affairs was ſuch, it would be huge- 
ly for their ad vantage, if in ſome things they did yield to the Lau deſires. 
When they told him, that in Matters of Faith they could not do it, he re- 
plies, that if in twenty four Articles of Faith they yielded but in one, the 
ſoundneſs of twenty three would make amends for the twenty fourth. Such 
kind of Arguments as theſe were they driven to, to bring the Greeks to hear- 


kento any Terms of Onion. After this, the Latins ſent them an Explication 


of Faith, which if the Greeks would ſubſcribe, there might be an Union be- 
tween them: Which being read among them, containing chiefly the ac- 
knowledgement of the Proceſſion from the Son, all but the four who were the 
Emperour's Inſtruments in this Work, unanimouſly diſown it: And when the 


. Emperour urged them every one to deliver their Syfrages in writings, they 


tell him, it was contrary to the proceeding of all Oecumenical Conncils:How- 
ever, hetold them he commanded them to doit. By which means rebuking 


; ſome, cajoling others, he at laſt brought it by the multitude of Syfſrages,that 


fivePerſons were ſelected among the reſt,to draw up a Form of Union; which, 


though drawn up very favourably for the Greeks, yet, thoſe who were 


for it, did not eaſily carry it from thoſe who oppoſed it. And yet to this 


the Latizs returned no leſs than twelve Exceptions Upon which the E- 
| perour 
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Epheſows (till continued in ſo great oppoſition, that he publickly charged 
the Latins Opinion with Hereſe. Notwithſtanding all which, when it 
was put to Suffrage, Whether the Spirit did proceed from the Son; for ten 
who affirmed it, there were ſeventeen who denied it, which put them 
yet to more Diſquietment, and new Councils. At firſt the Emperour would 
Vote himſelf, which when the Patriarch kept him from, ſome adviſed him 
to remove more of the Diſſenters : But, inſtead of that, they uſed a more 
plauſible and effectual way; the Emperour and Patriarch ſent for them ſe- 
vetally, and ſome they upbraided with Ingratitude, others they careſſed 
with all Expreſſions of Kindaeſs, both by themſelves and their Inſtruments : 
Yet, at the laſt, they could get but 1 5 Biſhops to affirm the Proceſſion from 
the Son, all others being excluded the Power of giving Suffrage ; who were 
accuſtomed formerly to give it, ſuch as the great Officers of the Church of 
Conſtantinople, the C @nobiarchs and others; but to fill up the number, all 
the Courtiers were called in, who made no diſpute, but did preſently what 
the Emperour would have them do. Having diſpatched this after this 
manner, the other Controverſies concerning the Addition to the Creed, un- 
leavened Bread in the Euchariſt, Purgatory, Pope's Supremacy, the Emperour 
7 71 them privately, never ſo much as communicating them to the 


perour was fain to take a new Courſe, and exclude thoſe from the Councils, Sed. 9. c.. 
. who were of greateſt Authority in obſtructing his Deſigns ; but Marc us 


C. 5. 


C. 8. 


C. 9. 


C. 10. 


reek Synod. Among the Emperour's Inſtruments, the Biſbop of Mitylene $8. 10. c. 
went roundly to work, ſaying openly, Let the Pope give me ſo many Florens 


to be diſtributed to whom I think fit, and I make no queſtion but to bring them in 
very readily to ſubſcribe the Union; which he accordingly effected; and the 
ſame way was taken with ſeveral others: By which, and other Means, 
__ of thoſe who were excluded from the Suffrages,were at laſt perſwaded 
to Subſcribe. This is the ſhort account of the Management of thoſe Affairs 
at Florence, ' which are more particularly and largely proſecuted by the 
Author, wherein we ſee what Clandeſtine Arts, what Menaces, and Inſi- 


nuations, what Threats and Promiſes were uſed to bring the poor Greeks 


to conſent to this pretended nion. For it afterwards appeared to be no 
more than pretended ; for the infinitely greater number of Biſhops at home 
refuſed it, and theſe very Biſhops themſelves, when they ſaw what Arts 
were uſed in it, fell off from it again, and the Experoxr found himſelf at 
laſt deceived in his great expectations of help from the Latins. Muſt we 
then acknowledge this for a Free and General Council, which hath a Pro- 
miſe of Infallibiliiy annexed to the Definitions of it > Shall we from hence 
pronounce the Greeks Doctrine to be Heretical, when for all theſe Procee- 
dings, yet at laſt no more was agreed on, than that they did both believe 
the Proceſſion from the Son, without condemning the other Opinion as He- 
retical, as you pretend, which the Greeks would never have conſented to ? 
Or Anathematizing the Perſons who denied it, as was uſual in former Ge- 
neral Councils, who did ſuppoſe it not enough to have it virtually done by 
the poſitive Definition, but did expreſly and formally do it. For when 
this Arathematizing Diſſenters was propounded among the Greeks by Beſ- 
ſarion of Nice, and Iſidore of Ralle (who for their great Service to the 
Pope in this Buſineſs were made Cardinals) it was refuſed by the reſt, who 
were zealous promoters of the Union. This I have at large (more out of 
a deſign to vindicate the Greek Church, than being neceſſitated to it by any 
thing you produce) ſhewed, that there is no reaſon from Authority, either 
Ra or after the Council of Florence, to charge the Greek Church with 
ereſie. | | 
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P. 6. 


I now come to the Examination of your 1 heological Reaſon, by which you 
think you have ſo evidently proved the Greeks Opinion to be Herefe, that 
you introduce it with Confidence in abundance. But, fay you, thongh this 
Perſwaſion had not been atteſted by ſuch clouds of Witneſſes, Theological Reaſon 
is ſo ſtrong 4 Foundation to confirm it, that I wonder how rational Men could 
ever be induced to queſtion the Truth of it. Still you ſo unadviſedly place your 
Expreſſions, that the ſharpeſt which you uſe againſt your Adverſaries re- 
turn with more force upon your ſelf : For it being ſo fully cleared, that 
theſe clouds of Witneſſes are Fathers, Councils, and Popes againſt you. What 
do you elſe by this Expreſſion, but exclude them from the number of Rati- 
onal Men, becauſe, forſooth, not acquainted with the depth of your IHeolo- 

gical Reaſon? But, Is not this to * all the Churches of Chriſtendom for ma- 
ny hundred years quite blind, and your ſelf only clear and ſharp ſighted 8 Which 
ſwelling Preſumption what Spirit it argues, &c. You lee we need no other 
Weapons againſt you, but your immediate preceeding words. What pity it 
is, that the Fathers and Conncils had not been made acquainted with this 
grand Secret of your Theological Reaſon © But happy we that have it at ſo 
cheap a rate! but it may be that is it which makes us eſteem it no more, 


But ſuch as it is, it being Reaſon and Theological too, it deſerves the great- 


Sect. 9. 
p. 2 


n. eſt reſpect that may be, if it makes good its Title. His Lordſhip had ſaid, 
* That ſince the Greeks, notwithſkanding this Opinion of theirs, deny not the 


Equality, or Conſubſtantiality of the Perſons in the Trinity, be dares not deny 
them to be a true Church for this Opinion, though he grants them Erroneous in 
it. To this you reply, 1s it (think youYenongh to aſſert the Divinity, and 
Conſubſtantiality, and Perſonal Diſtinqtion of the Holy Ghoſt (as the _ 
ſays) to ſave from Hereſie the denial of his Proceſſion from the Father and t 
Son as from one Principle? But why is it not enough? Your Theological Rea- 
ſon is that we want, to convince us of the contrary ; That therefore fol- 
lows. Would not he that ſhonld affirm the Son to be'a diſtin Perſon from, 
and Conſubſtantial to the Father, but denied his Eternal Generation from him, be 
an Heretick 2 Or he, who held the Holy Ghoſt, diſtin from, and Conſubſt an- 
tial to them both, but affirmed his Proceſſion to be from the Son only, and not 
from the Father, be guilty of Hereſie? It is then moſt evident, that not only 
an Errour againſt the Conſubſtantiality and Diſtinction, but againſt the Origina- 
tion, Generation, and Proceſſion of the Divine Perſons, is ſufficient matter of 


- Hereſje. Your faculty at clinching your Arguments, is much better than 


of driving them in For your Concluſion is woſt evident, when your Pre- 
miſes have nothing li Evidence in them. For, x. He that doth acknowledge 
the Son to be Conſubſtuntial with the Father, and yet a diſtin Perſon from 
him, muſt needs therein acknowledge his Eternal Generation : For how he 
ſhould be the Son of the ſame Nature with God, and yet having a diſtinct 
Perſonality as a Son, without Eternal Generation; is ſo hard to under- 
ſtand, that I muſt confeſs, that whoever aſſerts the one, and denies the 
other, is ſo far from Theological-Reaſon, that I think he hath no common 
Reaſon in him. Is this then, think you, a parallel Caſe with the Pro- 
ceſſion of the Spirit from the Som, which may be ſuppoſed Conſubſtanti- 
al to Father and Son, and a diſtint Perſon from both, without any 
Connotation of Reſpect to the Perſonality of the Son, as a Principle of 
Spiration ? 2. He that ſhould «affirm the Proceſſion of the Spirit only 
from the Son, and not the Father, would ſpeak much more abſurdly than 
the Greeks do; for thereby he would deſtroy the Father's being the 
Fountain or Principle of Origination, as to the diſtin Hypoſtaſes of Son 
and Spirit ; he would plainly and directly thwart the Creed of the ſecond 


General 
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General Council; and, which is more, would ſpeak directly againſt 
expreſs words of Scripture, which ſay, The Spirit proceeds. from the 
Father Which by the conſent of the Chriſtian Church, hath been 
interpreted of the Eternal Proceſſion. And by this time, 1 hope 
you begin to have better Thoughts of Rational Men, than to make 
ſach a wonder at their queſtioning the Greeks Hereſie; but if this 
be you Theological Reaſon, one Scruple of common Reaſon goes far be- 

nd it. , ON IS 08 

We have had a fair Proof of your Skill at Charging, we ſhall now ſee « 13. 
how good you are at ſtanding your Ground. Your main Defence lies 
in a Diſtinction which ruines you; for you think to ward off all the 
Citations his Lordſhip produceth againſt you out of the Schoolmen and 
others, that the Greeks and Latins agree with each other, in eandem fidei Ne 
ſententiam, upon the ſame Sentence of Faith, but differ only in words, by 4 4 
ſaying, That the Greeks muſt be d iſtinguiſbed into Ancient and Modern. 
The Ancient, you ſay, expreſſed themſelves per filium, but #hey meant thereby - 
a filio : Wherexs the Modern Greeks will not admit that Expreſſion à filio : 
but per filium only, and that too in a Senſe diſſagnificative to à filio. This 
is the Subſtance of all the Anſwer you give, both in general, and to the 
particular Authorities for ſeveral Pages ; the Diſproof therefore of this 
Diſtinction, muſt, by your own Confeſſion, make all thoſe Teſtimonies 
ſtand good againſt you; which I ſhall do by two things. 1. By ſhewing 
that the Ancient Greeks did aſſert as much as the Modern do in this Con- 
troverſie. 2, That thoſe who ſpeak expreſly of the Modern Greeks, do de- 
ny their difference from us in any Matter of Faith. 1. That the Ancient 
Greeks did aſſert as much as the Modern do. By the Ancient Greeks, we 
muſt here underſtand thoſe who writ before the Schoolmen, whoſe Teſti- 
monies you would anſwer by this Diſtinction. Now nothing can be more 
clear, than that thoſe Greeks who writ before them, did as peremptorily de- 
ny the Proceſſion from the Son, as any of the Modern Greeks do. We have 
already produced the Teſtimony of Theodoret, who accounts the contra- 
ry Opinion Blaſphemous and Impious z and that of Photius, who ſo large- 
ly and vehemently diſputes againſt the Proceſſion from the Son. To 
whom I ſhall add two more of great Reputation, not only in the Greek, 
but in the Latin Church; and thoſe are TheophylaF and Damaſcen. Theo- 
phylaF, whether he lived in the time of Photizs, about 850, as the com- 
mon opinion is, or more probably in the time of Michael Cerularius, as 
great an Adverſary as Photins to the Latins, about 1070, yet was long 
enough before the Schoolmen : For Peter Lombard flouriſhed, A. D. 1145. 
and Thomas and Bonaventure, about 1260. So that in this reſpect he muſt 
be one of the Ancient Greeks ; He therefore delivers his Opinion as expreſ- 
ly as may be in his Commentaries on St. John; and that not as his own pri- 
vate Opinion, but as the common Senſe of the Greek Church ; for there ta-. 
king occaſion to ſpeak how the Spirit is the Spirit of the Son. For the Latin, Joh. 3. 26. 
ſaith he, apprehend it amiſs, and miſtaking it, Z 1 
That the Spirit proceeds from the Son. But we anſwer, of $ Arie e mere Aug 
That it is one thing to ſay, The Spirit ir the Spirit of vu » <Fogroil]es paddy, In 13 mus 
the Son, which we aſſert; and another, that it pro- s * vi duet. Theophy- 
ceeds from the Son, which we deny; for it hath no Te- 1aQ in Joh. 3. 
ſtimony of Scripture for it, and then we muſt bring in 8 
two Principles, the Father and the Son. And withal adds, that when Chriſt 
breathed the Spirit on his Diſciples, it is not to be underſtood Perſonalh, 
but in regard of the Gift of Remiſſion of Sins; after which, he bri 4 

| an 
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and comprehenſively ſets down the Opinion ot the Greek Church : 
2 thou that the 74 doth proceed from the Fa- 

lebe „ n wind ws 2% W marote a8 ther, but is given to Men by the Son; and let this be 
ba. 4 4 1 2 the Rule of ſound Doctrine to tbee. And what now 
ou” I ith ia l vr go las. do the Modern Greeks ſay more than Theophyla#t 
Id. ib. did 2 Or what do they ſay leis; for they acknow- 
ledge, that the Spirit is the Spirit of the Son as well 

as he? To the ſame purpoſe Damaſcen, who lived between the 6th and 

7th Synod, about A. D. 730. ia the time of Leo Iſaurus, delivers the ſenſe 

of the Greek Churc h inhis time concerning this Article. It muſt be conſi- 

dered, ſaith he, That we aſſert not the Father to be 
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Tirinit. c. 8. & I. 1. de Ortho- 


doxa fide c. 11. 


from any, but that he is ſaid to be the Father of the 
Jon, We ſay not, that the Son is a proper Canſe, 
neither the Father; but we ſay, the Sow is from 
the Father, and of . the Father, The Holy Spi- 
rit, we ſay, is from the Father, and of the Father; 


but we ſay not, the Spirit is from the Son, but we cal! 


him the 1 the Lon; And we confeſs, that by 
the Son, the Spirit is manifeſted and given to as. 
Theſe words are ſo plain, that the Patriarch Hie- 
remias producing them, ſaith, Nothing can be more 
clear and evident than theſe words are. But the Phi- 


loſopher, who was ſo much pleaſed to ſee the Aſs 

Atta Ther- vaumble his Thiſtles, could not take much leſs Contentment to ſee how the 
b. 120. Schoolmen handle this Teſtimony of Damaſcen. For, being very loth 
that ſo zealous an Aſſertor of Images, ſhould in any thing ſeem oppoſite 

to the Church of Rome, they very handſomly, and with wonderful Sub- 

tilty bring him off, by admiring the Wiſdom and Caution he uſeth, in 

P.3. theſe words. So your own St. Bonaventure, whoſe Teſtimony you think 
ſo conſiderable, as to produce at large, Tamer ipſe cant# loquitur, unde 

non dicit quod Spiritus non eſt a filio, ſed dicit non dicimus a filio, which 

you put in great Letters, the more to be taken notice of. But, I pray, 

What was it which Damraſcen was there delivering of? Was it not the 

Senſe of the Greek Church concerning the Perſons of the Trinity? And 

how could he otherwiſe have expreſſed it, than by aon dici mus; but if 

this muſt argue what Bonaventure and you would have from it (for this is 

the only Teſtimony you give of your Diſtinction of Azciext and Modern 
Greeks) will it not as well hold for the other things before-mentioned 

Sum. 1. 4- concerning the Father and the Son, where he uſeth dicimus & non dicimus, 
a t in as well as here? And therefore Aguinas was much wiſer, who plainly 
Thom. Ts. condemns Damaſcen for a Neſtorian in this, licet 4 quibuſdam dicatur, ec. 
2. 4% 45. although it be ſaid by ſome, that in theſe words he neither afftrms or de- 


„ 7. P ta- pu 4 . . . 
2 Then nies it Wherein I am much miſtaken, if he reflects not on Bonaventure. 


Theol. To. Vaſquez, Petavias, and ſeveral others think to bring Damaſcen off by the 


cg 7: diſtinctions of & filio, and per filium, much to your purpoſe : But in the 
great Diſpute at the Council at Florence, between Beſſarion and Marcus E- 
pheſins, about the Importance of the Particles i and %, Marcus Epheſins 
„ produceth the words of Damaſcen expreſly, that 
N 6 45 e ENTS wy the Spirit doth not proceed from the Son, but by the 
An Wn meer Son, whereby it is plain, that he underſtood per 
ITE hs '  filium, in oppoſition to 2 filio. And Beſſarion had 
nothing elſe to return in Anſwer to it, but that he could produce but 
one Out of Antiquity, who ſaid ſo. Thus we ſee, if Theophyladt and Dama- 


ſcen, 
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ſen, as well as Theodoret and Photius, be Ancient Greeks ; your diſtinction 
comes to nothing. But beſides this, it appears by the Diſputations of Hugo 
Ether ianus again(t the Greeks, who lived, (ſaith Bellar min, A. D. 1160. ſtill 
extant in the Bibliotheca Patrum, that the Greeks held the very ſame then 
that they do now. And ſo in the Synod of Bar in Apulia, when Anſelm 
diſputed ſo ſtoutly againſt the Greeks, that Pope Orban (aid, he was, alte- 
rius orbis Papa, as the Story is related by Eadmerns and VWilhelmus Mal- tatmer. 4. 
mesburienſis ; it appears, they denied the Proceſſion of the Spirit abſolutely vita An- 
from the Son; (and this was, A. D. 1096.) as is evident from the Letter 8 
Hildebertzs to him about the publiſhing his Diſputation, and from the «e z-/tis 
Book of Anſelm (till extant on that Subject. We find not therefore any 7% 1 
ground for this Diſtinction of yours concerning the Ancient and Modern 
Greeks ; and therefore they who ſaid, that there was no real difference 
in any Matter of Faith between the Ancient Greeks and Latins, muſt be 
underſtood as well of the Modern Greeks, as them: Their words being 
no more Capable of ſuch a tolerable Interpretation as you ſpeak of, than 
the words of any of the Modern Greeks are. 
His Lordſhip was proving, that the Point was not Fundamental, that the 5s. 16. 
Greeks and Latins differed in, from that acknowledgment of Peter Lombard, 
and the Schoolmen ;, that is to ſay, The Holy Ghoſt is the Spirit of the Father and 
the Son, and that he is, or proceeds from the Father and the Son, js not to ſpeak 
different things, but the ſame ſenſe in different words. Now in this cauſe. (aith 
he, where the words differ, but the ſentence of Faith is the ſame (penitus ea- F. 25 
dem) even altogether the ſame, can the Point be Fundamental? But, ſay you, | 
he was to prove, that ſuch as were in grievous Errour in Divinity, erred not fun- F. 8. 
damentally ; and for prof of this, he alledges ſuch as have no real Errour at 
all in Divinity. But do you not herein wilfully miſtake his Lordſhip's 
Meaning? For in the Paragraph foregoing, his Lordſhip firſt declares his 
own Judgment concerning the denying the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt 
viz. 1hat he did acknowledge it to be a grievous Erronr in ]ivinity : But yet 
he could not judge the Greeks guilty of a fundamental Errour, which he 
proves by a double Medium. 1. Becauſe they did not thereby deny the Equa- 
lity and Conſubſtantiality of the Perſons. 2. Becauſe divers learned Men were 
of opinion, | that à filio, & per filium ] in the ſenſe of the Greek Church, was 
but a Queſtion in modo loquendi, and therefore not fundamental; now tor 
this he produceth thoſe Teſtimonies. Now, I pray, do you put no dit- 
ference between the making a denial of a Propoſition to be an Errour, and the 
Saying, that ſuch Perſons are guilty of the denial of that Propoſition? His 
Lordſhip grants the denial of the Proceſſion to be a grievous Errour in Divi- 
zity, but he queſtioned (as the Greeks expreſſed themſelves, tor thoſe very 
words he inſerts) whether they were guilty of denying that Propoſition, as 
appears by the Authorities of the Schoolmen, and therefore certainly much 
leſs guilty of a fundamental Errour. Thus you ſee his Lordſhip fully 
proves what he intends; for if they agreed in Senſe, they were much leſs 
guilty of a fundamental Errour, than if they had plainly denied the Pro- 
ceſſion, which he ſuppoſeth from thoſe Authorities that they did not. And 
therefore when you darcaſtically ask, Is not this ſtrong Logick? The only 
anſwer I ſhall give you, is, That if you apprehend it not to be ſo, it is be- 
cauſe of the weakneſs of your Theological Reaſon. And therefore you put his 
Lordſhip's Defender on a ſtrange Task, to prove from thoſe Authorities, that 
thoſe Greeks who err grievouſly in Divinity, err not fundamentally, When the 
only Deſign of his Lordſbip, in producing thoſe Authorities, was to ſhew, 
that according to their opinion, the Greeks were ſo far from wg fun⸗ 
; | amen- 
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and comprehenſively ſets down the Opinion ot the Greek Church - 

, Believe thou that the Spirit doth proceed from the Fa- 
niceve ob i bed A ts d margds n ther, but is given to Men by the Son; and let this be 
meoilweu. I d 5 ef d Th i- the Rule of ſound Doctrine to thee. And what now 
ou” ) Frös ical ov Y ö bega. do the Modern Greeks ſay more than Theophyla# 
bd. Ie: . did 2 Or what do they ſay leis ; for they acknow- 
| | ledge, that the Spirit is the Spirit of the Son as well 

as he? To the ſame purpoſe Damaſcen, who lived between the 6th and 

7th Synod, about A. D. 730. in the time of Leo Iſaurus, delivers the ſenſe 

of the Greek Church inhis ** concerning this Article. It muſt be conſe- 

dered, ſaith he, That we aſſert not the Father to be 

xph en, zn # rente i dige from any, but that be is ſaid ta be the Father of the 
22 1 24 „ % Len. We ſay not, that the Sen is 4 proper Cauſe, 
_ 5 Way 2 4 3 25 T 3 neither the Father; but we ſay, the Sow is from 
welgts, 8 di, d gase m x 4e Father, and of . the Father, The Holy Spi- 
TreVue T3 C, g I mdlghs Tit, we ſay, is from the Father, and of the Fatber; 
aiyoup, x; mr hf dH a but we ſay not, the Spirit is from the Son, but we call 
* % irs No r ved « Neyeels him the Spirit of the Son ; And we confeſs, that by 
Dass N vis drag IN the Son, the Spirit is manifeſted and given to us. 


yes Role — 14 Theſe words are ſo plain, that the Patriareb Hie- 
Oo Trinit. c. S. & I. 1. de Ortho. remias producing them, ſaith, Nothing can be more 


doxa fide c. 11. clear and evident than theſe words are. But the Phi- 
| loſopher, who was ſo much pleaſed to ſee the Aſs 

Atta Ther rumble his Thiſtles, could not take much leſs Contentment to ſee how the 
* len. Schoolmer handle this Teſtimony of Damaſcen. For, being very loth 
that ſo zealous an Aſſertor of Images, ſhould in any thing ſeem oppoſite 

to the Church of Rome, they very handſomly, and with wonderful Sub- 

tilty bring him off, by admiring the Wiſdom and Caution he uſeth, in 

P.3. theſe words. So your own St. Bonaventure, whoſe Teſtimony you think 
ſo conſiderable, as to produce at large, Tamer ipſe cant loquitur, unde 

non dicit quod Spiritus non eſt a filio, 2 dicit non dicimus d filio, which 

you put in great Letters, the more to be taken notice of. But, I pray, 

What was it which Damaſcen was there delivering of? Was it not the 

Senſe of the Greek Church concerning the Perſons of the Trinity * And 

how could he otherwiſe have expreſſed it, than by non dici mus; but if 

this muſt argue what Bonaventure and you would have from it (for this is 

the only Teſtimony you give of your Diſtinction of Aucient and Modern 
Greeks) will it not as well hold for the other things before-mentioned 

Sum. 1. g. concerning the Father and the Son, where he uſeth dicimus & non dicimus, 
a „as well as here? And therefore Aquinas was much wiſer, who plainly 
Thom. Ts. condemns Damaſcen for a Neſtorian in this, licet d quibuſdam dicatur, &c. 
2.4/- 145-a]though it be (aid by ſome, that in theſe words he neither affirms or de- 
| ** nies it : Wherein l am much miſtaken, if he reflects not on Boxaverture. 
Theol. To. Vaſqueꝝ, Petavius, and ſeveral others think to bring Damaſcen off by the 
753 7e. diſtincbions of à filio, and per filium, much to your purpoſe: But in the 
great Diſpute at the Council at Florence, between Beſſarion and Marcus E- 
 Þheſius, about the Importance of the Particles b and , Marcus Epbeſius 

ee BESIDE. produceth the words of Damaſcen expreſly, that 
* * x Mfg bark the Spirit doth nat proceed from the Son, but by the 
Florent. ect. S. c. 15. p. 239. Son, whereby it is plain, that he underſtood per 
. filium, in oppoſition to 2 filio.. And Beſſarion had 
nothing elſe to return in Anſwer to it, but that he could produce but 

one out of Antiquity, who ſaid ſo. Thus we ſee, if TheophylaF and Dama- 


ſcen, 
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ſen, as well as Theodoret and Photius, be Ancient Greeks ; your diſtinction 
comes to nothing. But beſides this, it appears by the Diſputations of Hugo 
Etber i anus againſt the Greeks, who lived, ſaith Bellar min, A. D. 1160. ſtill 


underſtood as well of the Modern Greeks, as them: Their words being 
no more capable of ſuch a tolerable Interpretation as you ſpeak of, than 
the words of any of the Modern Greeks are. | 

His Lordſbip was proving, that the Point was not Fundamental, that the 
Greeks and Latins differed in, from that acknowledgment of Peter Lombard, 
and the Schoolmen ʒ that is toſay, The Holy Ghoſt is the Spirit of the Father and 
the Son, and that he is, or proceeds from the Father and the Son, is not to Jpeak 


different things, but the ſame ſenſe in different words. Now in this cauſe, (aith 


he, where the words differ, but the ſentence of Faith is the ſame (penitus ea- 


dem) even altogether the ſame, can the Point be Fundamental? But, ſay you, 
he was to prove, that ſuch as were in grievous Errour in Divinity,erred not fun- 
damentally; and for proof of this, he alledges ſuch as have no real Errour at 
all in Divinity. But do you not herein wilfully miſtake his Lordſbip's 
Meaning? For in the Paragraph foregoing, his Lordſhip firſt declares his 
own Judgment concerning the denying the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt 
viz. That he did acknowledge it to be a grievous Erronr in Divinity But yet 
he could not judge the Greeks guilty of a fundamental Errour, which he 
proves by a double Medium. 1. Becauſe they did not thereby deny the Equa- 
lity and Conſubſtantiality of the Perſons. 2. Becauſe divers learned Men were 
of opinion, ¶ that à filio, & per filium] in the ſenſe of the Greek Church, was 
but a Queſtion in modo loquendi, and therefore not fundamental; now tor 
this he produceth thoſe Teſtimonies. Now, I pray, do you put no dit- 
ference between the making a denial of a Propoſition to be an Errour, and the 
Saying, that ſuch Perſons are guilty of the denial of that Propoſetion e His 
Lordſhip grants the denial of the Proceſſion to be a grievous Errour in Divi- 
zity, but he queſtioned (as the Greeks expreſſed themſelves, tor thoſe very 
words he inſerts) whether they were guilty of denying that Propoſition, as 
appears by the Authorities of the Schoolmen, and therefore certainly much 
leſs guilty of a fundamental Errour. Thus you ſee his Lordſbip fully 
proves what he intends; for if they agreed in Senſe, they were much leſs 
guilty of a fundamental Errour, than if they had plainly denied the Pro- 
ceſſion, which he ſuppoſeth from thoſe Authorities that they did not, And 
therefore when you darcaſtically ask, Is not this ſtrong Logick? The only 


5. 16. 


P. 25. 


P. 8. 


anſwer I ſhall give you, is, That if you apprehend it not to be ſo, it is be- 


cauſe of the weakneſs of your Theological Reaſon. And therefore you put his 


Lordſhip's Defender on a ſtrange Task, to prove from thoſe Authorities, that 
thoſe Greeks who err grievouſly in Divinity, err not fundamentally, When the 
only Deſign of his Lordſbip, in producing thoſe Authorities, was to ſhew, 
that according to their opinion, the Greeks were ſo far from erring fun- 


damen- 
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damentally, that * did not err grie vouſiy in Divinity. And to this pur- 
0 


poſe the Citation of Peter Lombard was pertinent, who ſaith, That becauſe 
ir 1. % Greeks acknowledge, that the Holy Ghoſt is the Spirit of the Son, though 
bie dothnot proceed from him; therefore the difference between the Greeks and 


the Latins, i in Words, and not in Senſe ; but, you ſay, He ſpeaks only of 


ſuch as differed in Words, and not in Subſtance ; as though he put a diffe- 

rence between the Greeks, that ſome differed in words, and others really, 
which is quite beſide his meaning: For he takes not the leaſt notice of any 

ſuch Difference among themſelves z but ſaith, The Difference it ſelf con- 
cerning the Proceſſion, the Greeks acknowledging the Holy Ghoft to be the 

Spirit of the Son, is more verbal than real. And that the preſent Greeks ſay 

full as much, is evident; for they acknowledge the ſame things in expreſs 
In ſent. J. words. The Teſtimony of Bonaventure hath been already conſidered, as far 
AE Ii. as concerns Damaſcen ; as for the reſt, it was ſufficient for his Lordſbip's 
purpoſe, to produce ſuch a Confeſſion from ſo bitter an Enemy ot the 
Greeks, as Bonaventure was (ſo his Lord ſhip in his Marginal Citation ſays 
truly of him, licet Grecis infeniſi mus, &c.) That he doth not deny, but 
that Salvation might be had without the Article of Filioque ; but whether 
on that {uppoſition there were ſufficient reaſon to add ĩt to the Creed, will 
be conſidered afterwards. Though Bonaventure held the Greeks to be Here- 
ticks and Schiſmaticks, I hope you do not think, that is Argument enough 
to perſwade us that they were (0. That any thing, without which Salvation 
might have been had before, may, by the definition of your Church, become ſo ne- 
ceſſary, that Men cannot be ſaved without the belief of it, had need be more 
than barely aſſerted either by Bonæventure, or you; and we mult wait for 

the proof of it, for any thing here ſaid by either of you. That the Greeks 
might be excuſed by Tgxorance, before ſuch Declaration of your Church 
concerning the Filioque, and not be excuſed after through greater Igno- 

rance of any ſuch Power in your Church, to declare ſuch things to be Matters 

of Faith, is an aſſertion not eaſie to be {wallowed by ſuch as have any 
ength of Logick, or one Drachm of Theological Reaſon : Or elle it is a 

very ſtrange thing, you ſhould think it ſufficient for the Greeks to know, 

what your Church had declared without an antecedent Knowledge that your 
Church had power to declare. How much you anſwer at random, appears by 

your anſwering Aquinas his Teſtimouy, inſtead of that of Fodocas CliFovens,as 

is plain enough in his Lordſhip's Margin; and you might have been eaſily 
ſatisfied that it was ſo, if you had taken the pains to look into either of 
them. But the Art of it was, Aquinas his Teſtimony might be eaſily an- 
ſwered, becauſe he ſpeaks only by hear-ſay, concerning the Opinion of ſome 
certain Greeks ; but ClifFovess his was cloſe to the purpoſe, who plainly 
confeſſeth, that the difference of the Ancient Greeks was more in words, and 

the manner of explaining the Proceſſion than in the thing it ſelf. This there- 
, fore you thought fit to flide by, and anſwer Aquina for him. Your an- 
ſwer to Scotzs depends on the former diſtinction of Ancient and Modern 
Greeks, and therefore falls with it. Be//armine's anſwer concerning Dama- 

ſeen, and your ownafter Bonaventure of his non dicimus, hath been ſufficient - 

ly diſproved already. What Tolet holds, or the Lutherans deny, the words 

of neither being of either fide produced, deſerve no further Conſideration. 

5. . You tell us, his Lordſhip's Argument depends upon this, 7bat the Holy 
Ibid. Ghoſt may be equal and conſubſtantial with the Son, though it proceed not from;bime 
which, you ſay, is a matter too deep for his Lordſhip to wade into. But any indif- 
ferent Reader would think it had been yourConcernment to have ſhewn the 
contrary, that thereby you might ſeem to make good ſo heavy a Charge, 

as 
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damentally, that they did not err grievouſiy in Divinity. And to this pur- 

ſe the Citation of Peter Lombard was pertinent, js ſaith, I bat becauſe 

Sentent. 1. e Greeks acknowledge, that the Holy Ghoſt is the Spirit of the Son, though 
bee doth not proceed from him; therefore the difference between the Greeks and 


the Latins, is in Words, and not in Senſe ; but, you lay, He ſpeaks only of 


ſuch as differed in Words, and not in Subſtance ;, as though he = a diffe- 
rence between the Greeks, that ſome differed in words, and others really, 
which is quite beſide his meaning: For he takes not the leaſt notice of any 
ſuch Difference among themſelves ; but ſaith, The Difference it ſelf con- 
cerning the Proceſſion, the Greeks acknowledging the Holy Ghoſt to be the 
Spirit of the Son, is more verbal than real. And that the preſent Greeks ſay 
full as much, is evident; for they acknowledge the ſame things in expreſs 
In ſent. J. words. The Teſtimony of Bonaventure hath been already conſidered, as far 
why "as concerns Damaſcen; as for the reſt, it was ſufficient for his Lordſbip's 
purpoſe, to produce ſuch a Confeſſion from fo bitter an Enemy ot the 
Greeks, as Bonaventure was (ſo his Lordſhip in his Marginal Citation ſays 
truly of him, /icet Grecis infenjiſſi mus, &c.) That he doth not deny, but 
that Salvation might be had without the Article of Filioque ; but whether 
on that ſuppoſition there were ſufficient reaſon to add it to the Creed, will 
be confidered afterwards. Though Bonaventure held the Greeks to be Here- 
ticks and Schiſmaticks, | hope you do not think, that is Argument enough 
to perſwade us that they were ſo. That any thing, without which Salvation 
might have been had before, may, by the definition of your Church, become ſo ne- 
ceſſary, that Men cannot be ſaved without the belief of it, had need be more 
than barely aſſerted either by Bonæventure, or you; and we mult wait for 
the proof of it, for any thing here ſaid by either of you. That the Greeks 
might be excuſed by Ignorance, before ſuch Declaration of your Church 
concerning the Filioque, and not be excuſed after through greater Igno- 
rance of any ſuch Power in your Church, to declare ſuch things to be Matters 
of Faith, is an aſſertion not eaſie ro be {wallowed by ſuch as have any 
{trength of Logick, or one Drachm of Theological Reaſon- Or elſe it is a 
very ſtrange thing, you ſhould think it ſufficient for the Greeks to know, 
what your Church had declared without an antecedent Knowledge that your 
Church had power to declare. How much you anſwer at random, appears by 
your anſwering Aquinas his Teſti mony, inſtead of that of Fodocas CliFovens,as 
is plain enough in his Lordſhip's Margin ; and you might have been eaſily 
ſatisfied that it was ſo, if you had taken the pains to look into either of 
them. But the Art of it was, Aquinas his Teſtimony might be eaſily an- 
ſwered, becauſe he ſpeaks only by hear-ſay, concerning the Opinion of ſome 
certain Greeks ; but CliFovews his was cloſe to the purpoſe, who plainly 
confeſſeth, that the difference of the Ancient Greeks was more in words, and 
the manner of explaining the Proceſſion than in the thing it ſelf. This there- 
fore you thought fit to flide by, and anſwer Aquinas for him. Your an- 
ſwer to Scotus depends on the former diſtinction of Ancient and Modern 
Greeks, and therefore falls with it. Bellarmines anſwer concerning Dama- 
ſcen,and your own after Bonaventure of his non dicimus, hath been ſufficient» 
ly diſproved already. What Tolet holds, or the Lutherans deny, the words 
of neither being of either ſide produced, deſerve no further Conſideration. 
$.179, You tell us, his Lordſhip's Argument depends upon this, [bat the Holy 
Ibid. Ghoſt may be equal and conſubſtantial with the Son, though it proceed not from him 
which, you ſay, is a matter too deep for his Lordſhip to wade into. But any indif- 
ferent Reader would think it had been yourConcernment to have ſhewn the 
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Thus for any thing you have produced to the contrary, it ſufficiently 


appears, that the Greek Church is very unjuſtly charged with Hereſſe by you, 


and that thoſe Teſtimonies which his Lord ſhip produced, would as well 

hold for the Modern as Ancient Greeks : To which 1 might add the judg- 
ment of others of your own ſide, who ſpeak as much concerning the Mo. 

dern Greeks, as Thomas a Jeſu, Axorius and others; but | think not that way 

of arguing to have much force on either ſide, and therefore pals it over. 

And come to the Debate of the Filioque, with which, you (ay, his Lord- 

ſhip begins to quibble, on occaſion of the Pope's inſerting it into the Creed. But I 

am quite of another mind, I think he ſpeaks very ſeriouſly, and witha great 

deal of Reaſon, when he ſaith, And Rome in this particular ſhould be more 

moderate, if it be but becauſe this Article (Filioque) was added to the Creed 
by her ſelf. And *tis hard to add and Anathematize too. For what you ſay to 
this, of the Holy Ghoſt's having leaveto aſſiſt the Church, in adding expreſſions 
for the better explication of any Article of Faith : And then the Pope hath 
leave and command too, to Anathematize all ſuch, as ſhall not allow the uſe of 
ſuch expreſſions I commend you, that when you muſt beg ſomething, 
you would beg all that was to be had at once; but, before you perſwade 
us to the digeſting ſuch Crudities as theſe are, prove but theſe following 
things, 1. Where it is, that there is any promiſe of the Holy Ghoſt's aſſi- 
ſtance, in adding any Articles to the Creed, under pretence of better expreſ- 
ſions for explication of them? 2. Suppoſing ſuch an Aſſiſtance, what 
ground is there to impoſe ſuch additional Expreſſzons, ſo that thoſe who 
admit them not, muſt be guilty of Hereſie, and conſequently (by your 
Principles) incur Eternal Damnation. 3. How thoſe Expreſſions can be 
accounted a better Explication of an Article of Faith, which contain ſome- 
thing not implied in, nor neceſſarily deduced from, any other Article of 
Faith? 4. If this Aſſiſtance be promiſed to the Church, how any one part 
of that Church, as great a part ſtffliy oppoſing ſuch additional Expreſſions, 
em claim that Aſſiſtance to it (elf ; the other parts of the Catholick Church, 
utterly denying it? 5. If an aſſiſtance as to ſuch things be promiſed the 
Church, why may it not be more reaſonably preſumed to be in an Oecume- 
nical Council, as that at Epheſus forbidding ſuch Additions, than in any 
part of the Church, which after ſuch a Decree ſhall directly contradict it? 
6. What Right can the Church have to Anathematize any for the not uſing 
ſuch Expreſſions, which that Church which determines the uſe of them, 
doth acknowledge to be only Expreſſions for better Explication of an Ar- 
ticle of Faith 2 And conſequently the denial of them cannot amount to 
the denial of an Article of Faith; but only of the better Explication of 
it. 7. If all theſe things be granted, how comes the Pope, not only to haue 
leave, but command too, to Anathematize all ſuch as uſe not theſe Expreſſi- 
ons ? Where is that Command extant > How comes it to be limited to 
him ? Is he expreſſed in it > Or doth it by neceſſary Conſequence follow 
from it? What good would it do us, to ſee but one of theſe proved, which 
you very fairly beg in the lump together : And, till you have proved them 
all, you may aſſure your ſelf, that we ſhall never believe that the Pope 
hath ſo much as leave, much leſs command, to Add and Anathematize too. 


As to the Filioque, you grant, That many hundred Tears had paſſed from the 


time of the Apoſtles, before Filioque was added to the Nicene Creed, and more 
fince the Declarations and Decrees were ſufficiently publiſhed, and in all theſe 
Nears Salvation was had witbout mention of Filioque. A fair Conceſſion ; and 
nothing is wanting to deſtroy all that you had ſaid before, but only this, 
that what was not once neceſſary to Salvation, cannot by any after-decla- 
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Thus for any thing you have produced to the contrary, it luthciently 


appears, that the Greek Church is very unjuſtly charged with Hereſſe by you, 


and that thofe Teſtimonies which his Lordſhip produced, would as well 
hold for the Modern as Ancient Greeks To which I might add the judg- 
ment of others of your own fide, who ſpeak as much concerning the Mo. 
ders Greeks, as Thomas d Jeſu, Axorias and others ; but | thin not that way 
of arguing to have much force on either (ide, and therefore pals it over. 

And come to the Debate of the Filioque, with which, you ſay, his Lord- 
ſhip begins to quibble, on occaſion of the Pope's inſerting it into the Creed. But I 
am quite of another mind, I think he ſpeaks very ſeriouſly, and witha great 
deal of Reaſon, when he ſaith, Aud Rome in this particular ſhould be more 
moderate, if it be but becauſe this Article (Filioque) was added to the Creed 


by her ſelf. And *tis hard to add and Anathematize too. For what you ſay to p. 23. 


this, of the Holy Ghoſt's having leave to aſſiſt the Church, in adding expreſſions 
for the better explication of any Article of Faith : And then the hath 


leave and command too, to Anathematize all ſuch, as ſhall not allow the uſe of 


ſuch expreſſions I commend you, that when you muſt beg ſomething, 
you would beg all that was to be had at once; but, before you perſwade 
us to the digeſting ſuch Crudities as theſe are, prove but theſe following 
things, 1. Where it is, that there is any promiſe of the Holy Ghoſts aſſi- 
ſtance, in adding any Articles to the Creed, under pretence of better expreſ- 
ſions for explication of them? 2. Suppoſing ſuch an Aſſiſtance, what 
ground is there to impoſe ſuch additional Expreſſions, ſo that thoſe who 
admit them not, muſt be guilty of Hereſie, and conſequently (by your 
Principles) incur Eternal Damnation. 3. How thoſe Expreſſions can be 
accounted a better Explication of an Article of Faith, which contain ſome- 
thing not implied in, nor neceſſarily deduced from, any other Article of 
Faith? 4. If this Aſſiſtance be promiſed to the Church, how any one part 
of that Church, as great a part ſtffliy oppoſing ſuch additional Expreſſions, 
em claim that Aſliſtance to it ſelf ; the other parts of the Catholick Church, 
utterly denying it? 5. If an aſſiſtance as to ſuch things be promiſed the 
Church, why may it not be more reaſonably preſumed to be in an Oecume- 
nical Council, as that at Epheſus forbidding ſuch Additions, than in any 
part of the Church, which after ſuch a Decree ſhall directly contradict it? 
6. What Right can the Church have to Anathematize any for the not uſing 
ſuch Expreſſions, which that Church which determines the uſe of them, 
doth acknowledge to be only Expreſſions for better Explication of an Ar- 
ticle of Faith? And conſequently the denial of them cannot amount to 
the denial of an Article of Faith; but only of the better Explication of 
it. 7. If all theſe things be granted, how comes the Pope, not only to have 
leave, but command too, to Anathematize all ſuch as uſe not theſe Expreſſi- 
ont? Where is that Command extant > How comes it to be limited to 
him ? Is he expreſſed in it > Or doth it by neceſſary Conſequence follow 


from it? What good would it do us, to ſee but one of theſe proved, which 


you very fairly beg in the lump together : And, till you have proved them 
all, you may aſſure your ſelf, that we ſhall never believe that the Pope 
hath ſo much as leave, much leſs command, to Add and Anathematize too. 


As to the Filioque, you grant, That many bundred Years had paſſed from the 


time of the Apoſtles, before Filioque was added to the Nicene Creed, and more 
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fince the Declarations and Decrees were ſufficiently publiſhed, and in all theſe 


Nears Salvation was had witbout mention of Filioque. A fair Conceſſion ; and 


nothing is wanting to deſtroy all that you had ſaid before, but only this, 
that what was not once neceſſary to Salvation, cannot by any after-decla- 
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ration of the Church be made neceſſary, as ſhall be abundanily manife- 
{ted in the Controverſie of Fundamentals. What follows, muſt be more 
particu'arly conſidered, becauſe therein you would fain remove the Ar- 
ticle of Filioque, from being the cauſe of the Schiſm between the Eaſtern and 
Meſtern Churches, and impute it wholly to the Pride and Ambition of the 
, Eaſtern Prelates. Your words are, But it is alſo true, That the Addition of 
Filioque tothe Creed, was made many Tears before the Difference brake ont 
between the Latins and Greeks ; ſo that the inſerting this word (Filioque) ia- 
to the Creed, was not the firſt occaſion of Schiſm : But Grudges ariſing among 
| the Greeks, who had been a large flouriſhing Church, with a number of moſt 
learned aud xc alem Prelates, and held the Articles ſtill, though upon emptier 
Heads ; ſuch, quickly filled with Wind, thinking their ſwelling places, and great 
City of Conftantinople, might hold up againſt Rome; they began to quarrel, 
not for Places (that was 100 mean a Motive for ſuch as look'd ſo big) but firſt 
they would make it appear, they could teach Rome ; nay, they ſpied out Here- 
ſies init (the old way of all Hereticks ) and ſo fell to as $0 the Proceſſion of the 
Ghoſt ; and muſt needs have Filioque ont of the (reed. Theſe words of yours 
lay the charge of Schiſm on the Greeks wholly, and therefore, in order to 
our vindication of them from that, two things muſt be enquired into. 
1. Whether it was in your Churches Power to make the Addition of Filioque 
to theCreed. 2. Whether the Greeks Ambition and Pride were the only 
cauſe of the Separation between the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches. 
1. Concerning the Addition of Filioque, two things muſt be enquired 
into; 1. When it began, and by whom it was added to the Creed. 
2. Whether they who added it, had power ſo to do, and to impoſe on all 
others the uſe of it. 
1. Concerning the time of this Addition, nothing ſeems more dark 
in Church Hiſtory, than the preciſe and punctual time of it. And ſo much 
P. 164. you acknowledge your (elf elſewhere. But it ſeems, it is your Concern» 
ment, to ſay, That the Addition was made before the Difference brake out. Fo 
that I anſwer, if you mean, that in ſome Churches the Proceſſiom from the 
Son was acknowledged before that Difference, I grant it, as is clear by 
ſome Councils of Toledo ; and, that the Doctrine of the Proceſſion was re- 
ceived in France too, about the time of Charles the Great, I acknowledge, 
and that it was admitted into the ſolemn Offices of the Church ; but, that 
it was added to the Nicene and Conſt antinopolitan Creed to be received by 
all Churches; ſo that it (ſhould not be lawful for any to uſe that Creed 
without ſuch Addition, that I deny to have been before the Schiſpa, but 
aſſert it to have been a great occaſion of it. It is acknowledged, that 
in Spain, ſeveral Conncils of Taledo, in their profeſſion of Faith, do men- 
tion the Proceſſion from the Son; but this they delivered: only as their 
own private Judgments, and. not as the publick Creed: received by all 
Dorner: Churches. For, Petavius confeſſeth, that, in Symbols ipſo nibil adjecerunt, 
2. J. 5.c.2 they added nothing at all to the Creed. And, although the cuſtom of ſing- 
ing the Conſtantinopolitan Creed in the Liturgy, ſeems firſt to have begun in 
Spain, from whom Petavius ſuppoſeth, both the French and Germans re- 
ceived it; yet, even there it appears, it was not univerſally received. For, 
the Church of Sevil contented it ſelf (till with the Mozarabick Liturgy, in 
| which only the bare Nicene Creed was uſed. You! tell us indeed, That the 
P. 164. inſerting the Article in the Councils of Toledo, is ſuppoſed: to have been done 
upon the Authority of an Epiſtle they had received from Pope Leo: Which, 
though it be not barely ſuppoſed, but aſſerted with great Confidence by 


Baronius; yet, (as moſt. other things in him which are brought toad * 
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the Pope's Authority) it hath no other ground but his confident Aſſertion. 

There being not the leaſt ſhadow of Proof for it, but only that this Leo, Ben 76. 
in a certain Epiſtle of his to the Spaniards, did, once upon « time, mention, 3. 38. 
that the Sox proceeded from the Father. Therefore, in Spain, I grant the 
Doctrine to be received ʒ | deny che Addition to be made to the Conſtanth- 
nopolitan Creed : Although it be read, as added to it in the 8th or zoth 

Council of Toledo, under Recceſuintas, Auno Dom. 65 3. But this was (till on- 

ly the Declaration of their own Faith, in this Article, and no impoſing it 

on others. In France, that it began to be received in publick uſe, 4 D. 80g. 

muſtþe acknowledged by the Proceedings of the Legate from the Council 

of Aquiſgrane to Pope Leo 3. But, it appears as clearly, that Pope Leo did 

then condemn the uſe of it, as will be (ſhewed afterwards. When it ſhould 

creep into the Athanaſian Creed, ſeems as hard to find out, as when firſt 

added to the Conflantinopolitan ; but, if we believe Pitbæus, the whole 

Creed was of a French Compoſition (there being many Arguments to per- 

{wade us, it never was made by Atharaſfons 3 of which, in their due place) 

and Voſſzus adds, That it is very probable it was Com- | 
poſed about the time of Charles the Great, the Con- i Athanafii pmbolum, quannis Tre- 
troverſie being then ſo rife about the Proceſſion. r 3 


| itlos deli 
But that ſeems the leſs probable, becauſe the Article acutiffimoque (criprum. P. Pithews Ole 


of Filioque is not found in the Ancient Copies of that I poet 5p. & | 

Creed. 7 por Spalateuſis (aith, That in all — Co- n Far 3 2 

pies he had ſeen, there was only mention made of the 57.6. 19 ſet. 124. 

Proceſſion from the Father. And the Patriarch Cyril jeg” . Job. Utenbogard. 

ſaith, That wot only the Symbol of Athanaſius & adulte- RE 

rated among the Latins ; but, that it is proved to be ſo by the more ancient 

and gennine Copies. But, however this be, we deny not but the Article of 

Proceſſion from the Son, grew into ule, eſpecially in the Gallican and Spa- 

xiſb Charches, before the Schiſm broke out between the Eaſtern and Me- 

ſerr Churches; but, our enquiry is not concerning that, but concerning 

the time when it was ſo added to the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, that it was 

required to be uſed only with that Addition. For this you tell us, That F.. 

Hugo Eterianus affirms, that it was added by the Pope in a full Council at 

Rome, but he names not the Pope. So likewiſe the Latin Divines, at the 

Cannecil of Florence, pretended (till, that it was added by the Pope in a full 

Council, but very carefully forbear the mention of the Perſon, or the pun- 

cual time. But, it is your unhappineſs, if there be divers Opinions to be 

followed, to make choice of the moſt improbable ;z as you do here, when 

you embrace that of Socolovius, which is, That the Fathers of the firſt Coun- 

cil at Canſtantinople, ſending the (onſeſſion of their Faith to Pope Damaſus, 

and his Council at Rome; the Pope and Council at Rome approved of their 

ſaid Confeſſion +, but yet added, by way of Explication, the word Filioque to the 

Article which. concerned the Holy Ghoſt ; and this they did, to frgnifie, that the 

Holy Ghoſt as true God, proceeded: from the San, and mas nat made or created 

by him, as ſome Hereticks in thoſe times began to teach. Neither doth he, 

lay you, affirm this without Citation of ſome credible Authority. I could wiſh 

you had produced it, not only for our ſatisfaction, but of the more learn- 

ed Men of your own fide, who look on this as an improbable Fiction. 

Bellarmine produceth many Arguments: againſt it, ſaying, That no men- 

tion is made of it in the Councils, or Theodoret's Hiſtory, who particularly Bellarmine 

relates the Letters of the Council to Damaſes, and his to the Cauncil; that 1 Oe: 

Leo 3. cauſed the Conſtantinopolitan Creed to be inſcribed-in a'Sifver Table, £2. ut. 

without that Addition; that the third Council of Toledo uſed; the 2 
Without 
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without that Addition; that the Greeks did not begin this Comtroverſee till 

A. D. 600. And how could they poſlibly charge the Latins with break- 

ing the Canons of the third Oecumenical. when, (according to this Opinion) 

it was added in the ſecond ? Petavins is ſo great a Friend to your Opinion, 

Petav Dog-that in plain terms he calls it ridiculous, and abundantly confutes that 
45 Theol: Imagination of its being inſerted, becauſe of the Hereſie of the 51onele, 
Tom. 2.1.7, as Manuel Calecas calls it, who with Ariſtinus, are all thoſe worſhipful 
8 Authorities which this Opinion ſtands on. But, ſetting aſide the contrary 
Authorities to theſe, any one, who is any thing verſed in this Controverſie, 

muſt needs eſteem this the moſt improbable account that can be given of 

this Addition. For, if this were true, how little did the Latin at the Conn- 

eil at Florence underſtand their buſineſs z when, if they could have pro- 

duced ſuch an Addition before the Epheſine Council, all the Greeks Objecti- 

ons had come to nothing? If this were true, how little did Leo 3. conſult 

his own, or his Predeceſſour's Honour, who diſſwaded the Legates of the 
Council at Aquiſgrane, from continuing in the Creed that Addition of Fili- 

oque : For, when after a great deal of diſcourſe concerning the Article and 


the Addition; the Legates at laſt tell him, That they perceived, his pleaſure ' 


was, that it ſhould be taken ont of the Creed, and ſo every one left to his liber- 
ty. His Anſwer is, So it is certainly determined by me, 
Ita procu/dujo d noftra parte decernitur; and ] would perſwade you by all means to Fx to it 


——_— 1 — 14 — And, to manifeſt this to be his conſtant Judgment, 


Concil, Gallic. Tom. 2. p. 256. he cauſed the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, without the 
Baron. Annal. ad An. 809. — of r e 6 7 ld = wt _ 
: ver 1 ablet, and placed publickly in t ch, to 
ie 2 1 read of all, as pk ac by the Teſtimony of Photius, and 

| Peter Lombard, that ſo all, both Greeks and Latins, 
might ſee, that nothing was added to the Creed. Had not this now been a 
ſtrange Action of his, if this Addition had been ſo long before in the time 
of Damaſus? Nothing then can be more evident, than that in this Leo's 
Time, no ſuch Addition was made to the Creed Therefore, it ſeems 
molt probable, which the famous Antoninus delivers, that this Addition 
was made by Pope Nicolaus 1. For, when he relates the Cauſes, why 
Photius Excommunicated him, he mentions that in 
thay * green bee principalt- the firſt place, That he had made an Addition to the 
2 — (mbolum, $p. Sandi um d li Creed, by making the Spirit to proceed from the Son; 
6 hog # def, quod ipſe a there — 2 2 mow t - — = third 
ene ecumenical Council, which prohibited ſuc tions 
. hea rage which Þ, Pubon: fabGribes likewiſe, 
Concil. Flo- and Petavius ſeems not to diſſent ; the only thing which is pretend- 
rent. fel. S. ed againſt it, is, that Andreas Coloſſenſis in the Council at Ferrara, faith, 
That though Photius was a known and bitter Enemy of the Latin Church, 
yet he never objected this Addition againſt Nicolaus or Adrian; but how 
ſtrangely overſeen Andreas was in theſe words, ſufficiently appears by Pho- 
tius his Encyclical Epiſtle, wherein he doth in Terms object this againſt the 
Latins, as appears by the words already produced. So that although you 
would willingly have ſet this Addition far enough off from the Schiſzr, 
yet you (ee how improbable a Fiction you produce for it; and withal you 
ſee, that this Addition, by the conſent of your own moſt Learned and Im- 
artial Writers, falls juſt upon the time when the Schiſm broke out, viz. 
in the time of Nicolaus and Photius ; and therefore, now judge you, whe- 
ther theſe words were ſo long added before the Schiſm, that they could 
give no occaſion toit. FAT OA 
lies 2. The 
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without that Addition ; that the Greeks did not begin this Controverſee till 

A. D. 600. And how could they poſſibly charge the Latins with break- 

ing the Canons of the third Oecumenical, when, (according to this Opinion) 

it was added in the ſecond ? Petavins is ſo great a Friend to your Opinion, 

Petav Dog-that in plain terms he calls it ridiculous, and abundantly confutes that 

n Imagination of its being inſerted, becauſe of the Hereſie of the vuonele, 

Tom. 2.1.7, as Manuel Calecas calls it, who with Ariſtinus, are all thoſe worſhiptul 

* Authorities which this Opinion ſtands on. But, ſetting aſide the contrary 

Authorities to theſe, any one, who is any thing verſed in this Controverſie, 

muſt needs eſteem this the moſt improbable account that can be given of 

this Addition. For, if this were true, how little did the Latin at the Coun- 

cil at Florence underſtand their buſineſs; when, if they could have pro- 

duced ſuch an Addition before the Epheſine Council, all the Greeks Objecti- 

ons had come to nothing ? It this were true, how little did Leo 3. conſult 

his own, or his Predecefſour's Honour, who diflwaded the Legales of the 

Council at 4qui/erane, from continuing in the Creed that Addition of Fili- 

oque : For, when after a great deal of diſcourſe concerning the Article and 

the Addition; the Legates at laſt tell him, That they perceived, his pleaſure 

was, that it ſhould be taken ont of the Creed, and ſo every one left to his liber- 

ty. His Anſwer is, So it is certainly determined by me, 

20 e moflra parte decernitur.; and I would perſwade you by all means to aſſent to it: 

—— peo W 1 And, to manifeſt this to be bis conſtant 3 

Concil. Gallic, Tom. 2. p 256. he cauſed the (Conſtantinopolitan Creed, without the 

Baron. Annal. ad An. 809. —— of r r "pop ny 8 Sil- 

8 | 5 ver Tablet, and placed publickly in the Church, to be 

_ . 2 wo S mal of all, as ee by the Teſtimony of Photivs, and 

Peter Lombard, that ſo all, both Greeks and Latins, 

might ſee, that nothing was added to the Creed. Had not this now been a 

ſtrange Action of his, if this Addition had been ſo long before in the time 

of Damaſus 2 Nothing then can be more evident, than that in this Leo's 

Time, no ſuch Addition was made to the Creed Therefore, it ſeems 

moſt probable, which the famous Antoninus delivers, that this Addition 

was made by Pope Nicolaus t. For, when he relates the Cauſes, why 

Photius Excommunicated him, he mentions that in 

Tunc inter alia accu/ationes hoc principali- the firſt place, That he had made an Addition to the 

pts — a Creed, by making the Spirit to proceed from the Song 

4 Haring 2 * — ets _ —_— 55 - go . ” — = third 

dee Anton. Part. J. Tit. 24. C. g. lect io. Oecumenical Council, which prohibited ſuc tions 

enemies | be wade. To which P. Pneus ſubſcribes likewile, 

Concil, Flo- and Petavius ſeems not to diſſent; the only thing which is pretend- 

rent. 3-5" ed againſt it, is, that Andreas Coloſſenſes in the Council at Ferrara, ſaith, 

That though Photius was a known and bitter Enemy of the Latin Church, 

yet he never objected this Addition againſt Nicolaus or Adrian; but how 

ſtrangely overſeen Andreas was in theſe words, ſufficiently appears by Pho- 

tins his Excyclical Epiſtle, wherein he doth in Terms object this againſt the 

Latins, as appears by the words already produced. So that although you 

would willingly have ſet this Addition far enough off from the Schiſzr, 

yet you ſee how improbable a Fiction you produce for it ; and withal you 

ſee, that this Addition, by the conſent of your own moſt Learned and Im- 

partial Writers, falls juſt upon the time when the Schiſm broke out, viz. 

in the time of Nicolaus and Photius ; and therefore, now judge you, whe- 

ther theſe words were ſo long added before the Schiſm, that they could 
give no occaſion toit. 
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which Epiſtle was read and approved in the ab 6b 

Oecuapenicel Council. To this _ Latins a 

them, that which is ſtill anſwered in the ſame caſe, viz. EY 7M 


F Hioque was only a Declaration, and not a prohibited Addition 
Greeks ſay, this Anſwer is nalatisfattory on thele accauatsg 
there is no reaſon toy, y. that Decree doth not forbid the 1 2 3 
rations into the Creed.” 2. That if it did not forbid Tag there igas 
little reaſon to ſay, this was a meer Declaration. 1. Becauſe e $80 
reaſon to ſay, that the Council did not forbid che inſerti tio 
inte the Gretd : For, as Beſſarion well obſerves, it never was lawful to SM 
new and diſtinct Articles of Faith from thoſe which are c ptained 2. 
Scripture, hut the'Chureb only.undertook the Explicati a ang | 
of the things therein contained and this was only uu, 
Ancient Fatbers had full. liberty Af explaining Atticles of Fa and ith 
thoſe Explications, as they judged maſt.expedignt, and to place them wh 
they thought goo d, ſo it werenot in; Scripture} Thenceghey e 
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"than,what thoſe Holy 
| wirfmperiettion) and they did therefore Wiſely fe 
ions of Faith to be inſerted into the Creed, as he there at large proves. 
And jn the ſs of chat Diſcourſe, takes off that which Bellarmine loo- 

ked on as the only ſatis N Anſwer, viz. That the Prohilllion concerned 
©," only private Perſons ; For, ſaith he, it cannot be conceived, that the Council 


592 | ſhould take care about che Declarations of the Creed, made by particular 


. © Perſons (whereas it always was, and is lawful for ſuch to declare their 
Faith mode particularly, as appears by the Creed of Chariſu, received in 
© this une) but this they looked after, that the Creed, which was com- 

monly received in the Chriſtian Churches, and into which Men are Baptized, 
ſbould receive no alteration at all. And to ſhew what their meating was, 
though their Council was purpoſely aſſembled agaipſt Neftorizs, + yet they 
would not inſert S inte the Creed. And the fame Decree ws obſerved 
in the 4, 5, 6, 7. Council. ; Which, by their Actions, did declare this tobe 
the meaning of the Epheſine Council, that no Declarations whatſoever, 
ſhould hereafter be inſerted into they For, if they were meer De- 
clarations, there was much leſs nechſſity of inſerting them into the Creed, 
which was ſuppoſed to be a Syſtem of the neceſſary Articles of Faith. 
2. There was as little reaſon to ſay, that this Artidlewas « meer Declaration. 
For, the Latins,pretended, that the Article of Fiſioque, was only a further 
Explication of that ex Patre. For, if ſo, then whoſoever doth believe the 
Proceſſion from the Father, doth believe all that is neceſſary to be be- 
 Heved : And therefore certainly it can be no Hereſie not to believe the 
Proceſſion from the Son, becauſe that is only ſuppoſed to be a Declaration 
of that from the Father. And ſince you are fo ready to charge the Greek 
Church with Hereſie, I pray tell us whether this Article be a Declaration or 
not: If not, then the Latin were all deceived, who pleaded the lawful- 

neſs of inſerting Filiaque on that account and conſequently it muſt be a 

prohibited Addition; If it be, then ſhew us what Hereſie lies in not ac- 

knowledging a meer Explication, when all that is ſuppoſed neceſſary is be- 
+ Hived in the Subſtance of the Article. Moreover, Beſſarion rightly diſtin- 

p. 625. guiſheth between an Explication, wv iyx«#%r, from e mv ,-, and 
therefore grants that the Flioque might be ſaid to bean Explication of ſome- 

thing contained in the Creed, but not ont of any thing contained in the 

Creed ; and therefore the Medium being extrinſecal, it could not be ſaid to 

be a meer Declaration. For, there can be no neceſſary Argument drawn 
from the Proceſſion from the Father, to infer the Proceſſion from the 

Son; but it muſt be proved from ſome extrinſecal diſtinct Argument: 

5. 20. 2% Suppoſe this to be noprobibited Addition, yet what right had the Pope and 
bis Council, without the conſent of the Eaſtern Churches, to make this Addition to 
the Creed For, the Greeks (aid, whatever Authority the Church of Rome had, 

is received by the Canons, and its Authority was therefore leſs than that of an 
Oecumenical Council, wherefore it could not juſtly repeal, or act contrary to 
the Decree of a General Council, as it did apparently in this caſe. By which 
means theLatizs were driven off from thoſe which they looked on as ſlighter 

. Vilications, and took Sanctuary in the Plenitude of the Pope's Power, that 
therefore no Conncil could preſcribe to him; there could be no veceſſity of 
dais calling the Eaſtern Churches to debate this Addition, for he could do it of 

Rnaimſelf, by virtue of his own Authority in and over the Church. Here — 

an 


ipſerted (for, bys that means they ſyould only be bound to believe ho more 
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and Bonaventure think to ſecure themſelyes, and hi her they are all driven | 
at laſt. So that we plainly ſee, whatever elſe is pretended, the Papt's far 


ped Power was that which (fully gag occaſion to the Sebi ſen ar Fot, i was 


not the Latirs believing, the roceſſſon from the Son, which made the 
ſepatation between he Eaſtern ind Weſtern Churches, but the: Pope's preven- 


ding a Power to impoſe a Arti of Faith in th Creed againſt the Derree a . 
former, and without Fr. cats. a preſent Ocgumenical Comncil. If you . | 


tend, that there hath been ſince. an Oecuarenical;Conmeil at Florence, which 
hath declared it; by that very anſwer you jüſtiſie the Greeks before that 
Council, and fo lay the guilt of the Shin wholly on the Pope, who did in- 


ſert and impoſe this Article, before an Occumenical Council. Thus till it ap- 
pears, the cauſe of the Schiſi began at Romeʒand by the een with 


which you charge them with Hereſſe, uix. che Council a, lorente, youvindi- 
cate the Greek Church from Schiſm, in all the achons of it before that Council. 

And this might ſuffice to ſhe w, that it Was not the LevitygFanity, or Am- 
bition of the Greeks, which gave the great ogeaſcon-of the SeKſa, but the Pride, 
Incroachments, and Uſurpationsof the 1 Rome, as fight largely de 
manifeſted from the Hiſtory of thoſe Times heiß the biſmrbegati.1 heriſe 
of which ought to be derived from the times of tbe Conſtantinopolitan, and 
Chalcedon Caunciltʒ the ſecond andfourth Oecumenical, For the Canons of thoſe 
Councils decreeing equal Privileges to Yonſtanting Ie, .with thiſe of Rome, 
made the Popes have a continual ſealguſie upon the Greek (hurchꝭ and Watch all 
opportunities to diſgrace it, and infringe the liberties of it. Thenge came, 


the Rage of Les againſt Anatoli the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, in the me 


of Marti ans ; thence the Feud between Simplicius and Felix 3. of Rome, 
and Acacias of Conſtantinople, for dee the Privileges of his See, in 
oppoſition to the Pope :?; infomuch that Felixfairly Excommunicates him, 
becauſe he would not ſubmit to the Pope's Tryal in the caſe of the Patriarch 
of Alexandria ; which continued ſo long; that Eupbemius, who ſucceeded 
Acacius, though he Excommunicated Petras Moggys of Alexandria, yet could 
not be received into the Communion of the Roman Church by Felix, becauſe 
he would not expunge the name of Aracius out of the Diptychs of the 
Church ʒ and afterwards Gelaſins refuſed it on the fame grounds ; which 
Euphemius (till denying to do, the Schiſm continued. And, although after- 
wards the Emperour Anaſtaſſus, and the Greek (Church, deſired the making upof 


- 


this Difference ; yet no other Terms of Communion would be accepted by 


Hormiſdas, without the-expunging the name of Acacius. So implacably were 
they bent againſt the very memory of Acacias, for defending the Privilege 
of his See, that they would rather continue that lamentable Schiſze, than not 
avenge themſelves upon him; and conſequently, make all future Patri- 
archs frarful of oppoſing the Pope's Authority. If we look yet further, we 


ſhall (till find the Ambition of the Popes to have cauſed all the Diſturbance | 


in the Greek Churches, although ſome of the Patriarchs of r 
cannot be excuſed from the ſame Faults. In the time of the ſecond Council at 
Nice, Pope Adrian not only contends for the enlargement of his Juriſdi- 
ion, but threatens to pronqunce them Hereticks, who did not conſent to 


it, which makes Petrus de Marcg ſay, That he ſuppoſeth {that ] the firſt time e. Petrus * 
ver any were charged with Hereſſe on ſuch an account. The ſame Pretence we gad 82. 
ſtill find in all the Schiſit which ever happened, as that in the time of Pho- cerd. G 
tius, that after ward, in the time of Michael Cerularigy,and in the ſucceſſive Ib. +. *- 


| | *, . ſed. 3. 
Ages, ſtill the Terms of Communion were, Submiſſion to the Church of Rome, 88 


and acknowledging the Supremacy of that See, which the'Greeks did then, 


and do ſtill conſtantly deny ſo that. it ot the Greeks Levity, bo: 
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78 Romaniſts Ambition and Uſurpation which gave occaſion to that fear- 
ul Schiſae. Py 0 5 * 

But for all this, It muſt ſtill be lam ful for your Churth to add, and Anathi- 
matize too Which his Lordſhip thought a little unreaſonable, but it ſeeths 
you do not: For, ſay you, ,The Church did rigbihj unatbematixe all ſuch 
myers 3 why ſo? Becauſe the meaning of the Latig Church being nnd erſtooc 
by. the Addition of Filioque, and that whoſoever denied; muſt be ſuppoſed to 
deny the Proceſſion, then ii became Hereſie to deny it, and ibe Church did 
btly Anathematize all ſuch denyers.,$0 you fay indeed ; but, you would 
do well, 1. To ſhew, that the underſtanding the meaning of the Latin 
Church, is ſufficient to make the denyers of what, ſhe affirms, to be Here- 
ticks. 2. How any one that denies the Filjoque mult be ſuppoſed to deny 


the Proceſſion. If you mean the Procefſionga Filio, you ſpeak very wiſely, 
but pt@ve nothing ; for ſome might grant'the Proceſſion, and yet deny 
the lawfulneſs of your Churches adding to the Creed. 3. All this while we 
are to ſeek how the Latin Church can Pe any thing to be a Hereſie, 


which was not ſo before. And therefore if 


10 b \nd th your Anathema's have no bet- 
ter grounds; ' the Greeks need. not much fear the effects of them. That 


your Church on any otcaſion is apt enough to ſpeak, loud words, we pay very 


eaſily believe, but whether ſhe had juſt cawſe to ſpeak ſo big in this cauſe, 


is the thing in queſtion, and we have already manifeſted the contrary. 


P. 26. n. 3. His Lord chip ſays, It ought to be no eaſie thing, to condemn a Man of Hereſſe 


in foundation of Faith; much leſs a Church; leaft of all, ſo ample and large a 
Church as the Greek, eſpetially ſo * make them no Church. Heaven Gates 
were not ſo eaſily ſhut againſt multitudes, when St. Peter wore the Keys at his own 


Girdle. To this you anſwer ; Neither is the Roman-Catholick Church juſtly ac- 


cuſable of Cruelty (though the Biſbop taxes her of it) becauſe ſhe is quick and 


ſharp againſt thoſe that fall into Hereſfe. But, if ſhe hath power to pronounce 


whom ſhe pleaſe Hereticks, and on what account ſhe pleaſe (as Hadrian I. 
in caſe of his Patrimony) and then it be commendable in her to deal with 
them as Hereticks, it muſt needs be dangerous oppoſing her in any thing, 
for ſuch who dread her Amaethema's. But his Lordſhip was not ſpeaking of 
what was to be done, in caſe of nptorious Hereſie, but what tenderneſs ought 
to be uſed in condemning Men for Hereſie; and much more in condemning 
whole Churches for it, on ſuch ſlender accounts as you do the Greek Church. 
You ſhonld ſhew, When St. Peter; or any of the, Apoſtles did exclude (Hure her 


from Communion, for denying ſuch Articles as that you charge the Greek 


Church with. And it would be worth your enquiry, why thoſe in the Corinthian 
Church, who at leaſt queſtioned the Reſurrection ; thoſe in the Galatian and 
other Churches, who aſſerted the Neceſſity of the Ceremonial Law under the Goſ- 
pel, doth which errours are by the Apoſtle (aid to be of ſo dangerous a nature; 
are not Auathematized preſently by the Apoſtle, and thrown out of the Church 
at leaſt, to prevent the Infection of other Chriſtians, if not for the good of the Li- 
bertine Hereticks, as you fpeak. Your mentioning St. Peter's proceeding with 
Ananias and Sapphira,mult be acknowledged a very fit reſemblance for your 
Churche sdealing with Herericks ; only they whom you are pleaſed to ac- 
count Hereticks, have cauſe to rejoyce. that ſince your Churches Good-will 
is ſo much diſcovered, ſhe hath not the ſawe aviracrlozs Power : For, then 
ſhe would be (ure to have few Jeft to oppoſe her. Butdo you really think, 
Ananias and Sapphira's fault was no greater than that of the Greek Church, 
that you produce this Inſtance 2 And, do you think the Church enjoys ſtill 
the ſame Power over Offenders, which St. Peter then had?If not. to what pur- 
pole do you mention ſuch things hete ; unleſs to let us ſee, that it is want of 
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ſomething elſe beſides will, which makes you ſuffer any whom you call 
Hereticks to live. That St. Paul chaſtiſeth his untoward Children, indeed 
you tell us, from 1 Cor. 5. 5. 1 Tim. 1. 20. But if you bring this to any 
purpoſe, you mult make the Greeks Errour, as bad as Inceſt, or a denying 
the Faith; and when you have ſo done, you may hear of a further An- 
ſwer. On what account your Church puniſheth Delinquents, will be then ne- 
ceſſary to be ſhewed, when you have a little further cleared what Power 
your Church hath to make Delizquents in ſuch caſes as you condemn the 
Greek Church for. But, as long as your Church is Accuſer, Witneſs, and 


Judge too, you mult never expect that your Arathema's will be accounted 


any other than bruta fulmina, noiſe, and no more. 
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36.75 A. CHAP. Il. 
Of Fundamentals in General. 


The Popiſh Tenet concerning Fundamentals, a meer Step to the Roman Great- 
neſs. The Queſtion about Fundamentals ſtated. 4. Euquiry into the Na- 
ture of them. What are Fundamentals, in order to particular Perſons; and 
what to be owned as ſuch, in order to Eccleſiaſtical Commnnion. The 
Prudence and Moderation of the Church of England, in defining Articles 
of Faith. What judged Fundamental by the Catholick Church. No new Ar- 
ticles of Faith can become neceſſary. The Churches Power in propounding 
Matter of Faith, examined. What 
thanaſian Creed, and its being owned by the Church 5 England. In what 
Senſe the Articles of it are _— to Salvation, Of the diſtinction of the 
material and formal ObjeF of Faith, as to Fundamentals. His Lordſhip's 
Integrity, and T. C's Forgery, in the Teſtimony of Scotus. Of Hereſie, and 


how far the Church may declare Matters of Faith. The Teſtimony of St. Au- 
guſtine vindicated. ny 


1 Greek Church appearing not guilty of Hereſie, by any evidence of 
Scripture, Reaſon, or the Conſent of the Primitive Church, nothing 
is left to make good the Charge, but that the Church of Rome hath defin d 
it to be ſo 5 which Pretence, at firſt view, carrying the greateſt Partiality 
and Unreaſonablenels in it, great care is taken, that the Partiality be not 
diſcovered, by not openly mentioning the Church of Rowe, but the Church 
in General (as though it were impoſſible to conceive any other Church but 
that at Rome) and for the unreaſonableneſs of it, it muſt be confidently aſ- 
ſerted, That all Points defin'd by the Church are fundamental So to be ſure 
the Greek Church will never eſcape the Charge of Hereſie. For this end, 
Mr. Fiſher in the Conference acknowledgeth, that when his Lordſhip had denied 
the Errour of the Greek Church to be Fundamental, he was forced to repeat what 
be had formerly brought againſt Dr. White, concerning Points Fundamental. 
The reaſon of which was, that, eaſily perceiving that it was impoſſible to 
ſtand their Ground in the Charge on the Greek Church upon other Terms, 
he is forced to take Sanctuary in the Churches Definition; and if that will 
not make it good, there is nothing elſe remaining to do it. And this is the 
cauſe of the Elos ing Diſpute concerning Fundamentals; wherein the main 
thing undertaken, is, the Proof, that the fqrmal Reaſon of Fundamentals 
is to be taken from the Definition of the preſent Church; but, as this muſt be 
confeſſed to be the main Fundamental of the Church of Rome, (for which yet 
the thing being manifeſt, no Definition of that Church is neceſſary ; ) fo 
withal, I doubt not, but it will be made evident in the progreſs of this Diſ- 

G 2 courſe, 


is a ſufficient Propoſition. Of the A- 
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courſe, that never was there any Pretence more Partial, Abſurd, and Ty- 

ba Sec, Taunical than this is. Which his Lordſhip takes notice of in theſe words, | 
=E 2 which deſerve a Repetition; It was not the leaſt means by which Rome grew [ 
to her Greatneſs, to blaſt every oppoſer ſhe- had with the name of Heretich or < 
Schiſmatick ; for this ſerved to ſbrivel the Credit of the Perſons. And the Per- 0 

ſons once brought into Contempt and Ignominy, all the Good they deffred ix the 
Church, fell to Duſt, for want of creditable Perſons to back and ſupport it. Io 

make this proceeding good, in theſe latter Tears, this courſe, it ſeems, was talen. 

The School that muſt maintain (and ſo they do) that all Points defin'd by the | 
Church, are thereby Fundamental, neceſſary to be believed, of the Subſtance of | 

Faith ; and that, though it be determined quite extra Scripturam. And then | 

leave the wiſe and active Heads to take order, that there be ſtrength enough | 

| ready to determine what is fitteſt for them. To this you anſwer, with ana arte! F 
r. 13.5. 1. You call it a Squib, a Fancy, a weak, Diſcounſe, one of the Biſhop's. Railleries, { 
( 

t 

{ 

| 

' 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 

| 
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and what not. It ſeems it pinched you hard, you cry out ſo Tragically, 
But it is very certain, you are more impatient to have your Politicks, than 
your Errouts diſcovered ; and if you have any Curſes more dread ful than 
others, they are ſore to light on thoſe who diſcover the Intrigues of your 
Deſigns. For if ohce Men come to diſcern how much more of Artifice and 
Cunning, than of Truth and Religion, there is in the managing the Inte- 
reſt of your Church, they would not eaſily think, the way to Heaven can 
lie among ſo many foldings of the old Serpent. And this is not to think as 
you tragically ſpeak, That al the World 3s turn d Mad or Heathen : For, 
thanks be to God, as Catholick as your Church is, it muſt be a huge Cata- 
chreſis to take it for all the World: Neither do we think your Church 
mad, but very wiſe and Politick in theſe Pretences; and that ſtill you are 
reſolved to ſhew, that though other Churches may be more Children of Light 
than yours (ignorance being ſo much in favour with you) yet yours i wi- 
ſer in its Generation. But how the pretending of your Church to Infallibi- 
lity, and power to define Fundamentals, ſhould make us imagine a// the 
World Heathen, is not eaſie ro conceive, unleſs you are conſcious to your 
ſelf, that ſuch Pretences as theſe are, are the way to make it ſo. But we muſt 
ſee ſtill how your Cothurnus fits you. No Truth left upon Earth, but all be- 
come Juglers 2 See what it is to be true Catholicks, that if they juggle, all 
the World muſt do ſo too; as though totas mundus exercet biſtrioniam,were 
Latin for the Infallibility of the Church of Rome. But have you indeed ſuch | 
a Monopoly of Truth, that if your Party prove Juglers, there will be no SY 
Truth left upon Earth? If you had ſaid, none unſophiſticated, yet even | 
that had been a great Truth left upon Earth (till. But I ſhall cut you ſhort 
in what follows of your Declamation, by telling you, that though your 
Harangue were ten times Jonger than it is, and your Exclamations Jouder, 
and your Authorities better than of your Prelates, Miracles, Doctors, Heads 
, of Schools, Auſtere and Religious Perſowe (in Exgliſo Monks and Friars) yet 

all theſe would not one jot perſwade us contrary to common Senſe, and the | 
large Experience of the World, That Religion is not made by you an In- 
ſtrument to advance the Pope's Aurbition, and that the Church is but a more 
plauſible Name, whereby to maintain the Court of Rome. And we need not 
go from our preſent Subject, for a Proof of it. I will not charge this upon 
all Perſons of your Communion, for all of them do not believe the State- 
principles of your Church; ard others are kept, as much as may be, from 
all ways of diſcovering the great Deſigns of it; and therefore there may be 
ſo much Innocency and Simplicity in ſome, as may keep them from pro- 


ſtituting their Salvation to the Pope's Greatneſs : But this is no Plea on ur- 
| o 
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of thoſe who have the Managery of thoſe Deſigus; who, if they do not 
ſee what things are fitteſt for the Pope's temporal Ends, will not long be 
thought fit for their Employment. But, is it not palpable how much you 
endeavour to ſhrivel Chriſtianity into a Party and Faction, excluding all 
others that are not of your Party out of the Church, and conſequently 
from hopes of Salvation, though never ſo Pious and Conſcientious ? 
Are not the far greateſt part of the Opinions you contend for, againſt 
all the reſt of the Chriftian World, ſuch as are manifeſtly ſubſervient to 
temporal Ends? And are not ſuch more zealouſly difputed for, than the 
plain Articles of Faith, and the indiſpenſible Precepts of the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion 2 Have you not found out all the-Artifices imaginable, toenervate 
the Force of Chriſtian Piety, by your Dodrines about Repentance, Prayer, 
Indulgences, Probability, Purgatory, and ſuch like? And inſtead of thoſe ra- 
tional Acts of Devotion, which our Religion requires from us, have made 
choice of ſuch fond, ludicrous; unintelligible pieces of Devotion (by the 
moſt who are concerned in them) as tho ou were reſolved to ſee how 
much it was poſſible to debauch Chriſtiamiiy, and make it contemptible in the 
World 2 Add to theſe the Arts you have to violate Humane Societies, by 
diſpenſing with Oaths, breaking Faith, diſſolving Obedience to Civil Au- 
thority, when it oppoſeth your Deſigns; and is it poſſible then for Perſons 
not blind-folded with the groſſeſt ſort of implicit Faith, to judge other» 
wiſe, but the deſign of your Church, is to determine, not what is trueſt, but 
what ic fitteſt for your ends ? And, although you ſcurrilouſly call his Lord» 
Pulpit-babble, to deceive 
the giddy Multitude, and caſt a Miſt before their Eyes ; yet you ſee, he was 
not afraid of what any Adverſary could ſay againſt it, by writing it in a 
Polemical Diſcourſe, in which we could be to ſee ſome of thoſe fa- 
mous Legends, and Seraphical Notions, which your Pulpit-entertainments 
conſiſt ſo much of, eſpecially where you are ont of the reach of Hereticks, 
and then we ſhould judge which looks more like babling, and deceiving 
the giddy Multitade. But, to let us ſee what Men of reach and Politicians 
you are, you have found out a ſtrange Fetah in his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe, 
viz. That all this is, That they might not ſee the Impurity of their own Engliſh 
Proteſtant Church, even in its firſt riſe under Henry the Eighth, and the Peo- 
ple cheating Policies it was bebolding to for its Reftauration under Queen Eli- 


zabeth, as may be ſeen in Hiſtory. Hiſtory is a large Wood to bid us ſeek for 


theſe cheating Policies in; and if you had any other deſign, but meerly to 
ſhew your ſelf a Politician in this, that you can fortiter calumniari, uſe your 
Tongue Manfully when Reproaches are uſeful ; you would have produced ſome 
evidence ſo clear of them, as his Lordſhip here inſiſts on in reference to 
your Church. But, as long as you converſe only in Generals, you will give 
us leave to think who thoſe are which uſe to do fo, viz. ſuch grand Politici- 
ens as your (elf. For the Particulars of our Reformation, we ſhall have oc- 
caſion to vindicate them in another place, and therein ſhall eafily manifeſt 
what an Itch you had to calumniate here, though you were ſure to ſenart 
for it afterwards. That which you call Weakneſs of Judgment, or wantof 


Charity in his Lordſhip, will be found to lie at another door, by our ma- 


king it appear, that what you call a groundleſs and impoſſible Slander, is a 
real and undoubted Truth. But when you tell us, That ſuch Railleries do not 
become one that would be efteemed a grave Doctor of the Engliſh Church, ax al- 
terius orbis Patriarcha, as the ancient Primates of England have been call d I 
know not whether you diſcover more judgment, or reading in itzyour judg- 


ment in calling that an unbecoming Raillery, which is a great and ſeaſonable 


Truth ; 
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Truth; your reading, in miſtaking Patriarcha tor Papa, or elſe you were wil- 


ling to diſſemble it, becauſe then by the advantage of this Title, he might be fit- 


ter to diſcover the Artifices and Deſigns of his Fellom- Pope. The laying open 
of which is certainly vaſtly different trom ſporting with all that can be ſerious on 
Earth (Man s Salvation) as you moſt injuriouſly calumniate his Lordſhip in 


your next words, in affirming ſo of him, when his only deſign was, to clear 


the way to Man's Salvation, by diſcovering the Gins and Traps which are laid 
in the way of filly Men, by the pernicious ſubtilty of thoſe of your Party. 

The way being thus cleared, we come to the main Queſtion, viz, N be- 
ther all Points, defined by the Church, are Fundamentals ;, and here, becauſe 
you tell us, His Lordſhip is like one that provides for a Retreat or a Subterfuge, 
by cutting out a number of ambiguous diſtinctions; you give us fair hopes 
what clear Proceedings we may expect from you, whoabhor as much the 
clear ſtating of a queſtion, as Foxes do running in beaten Roads. Bur, as 
well as you love them, you muſt be drawn out of your Holes, which will 
be much for the advantage of Truth, though very little tor yours. To 
come therefore cloſe to the Buſineſs, that you may not think I ſeek Subter- 
fuges, or Retreats, I ſhall wave all other Acceptions of Fundamentals, and 
take the Queſtion in your own ſenſe, that is, for Points neceſſary to Salva- 
tion. The Queſtion then in Controverſie between us, is this, Whether the 
Ground or Reaſon why any thing is fundamental or neceſſary to Salvation, be,be- 


cauſe it is defined by the Church to be ſo, and conſequently, Whether all Points, 


defined by the Church, be not fundamental or neceſſary to Salvation? For the 
occaſion of this Controverſie was from the Greek Church, whether her Er- 
rour, as to the Proceſſion from the Son, be fundamental or no, ;. e. ſuch 
as excludes her from being a Church, and conſequently from Salvation. The 
ground of your Affirmation, is, becauſe the Cheb had defined it to be ſo; 
ſo that the Ground and Reaſon why any thing is ſuppoſed fundamental or 
neceſſary to Salvation, muſt be the Definition of the Church: But for our 


better underſtanding your meaning, you diſtinguiſh of two ways, whereby 


Points may be neceſſary to Salvation the one abſolutely, by reaſon of the matter 
they contain ʒ which, ſay you, i ſo fundamentally neceſſary in it ſelf, that not 
only the disbelief of it, when propounded by the Church, but the meer want of an 
expreſs knowledge, and belief of it, will = Salvation; and thoſe are ſuch 
Points, without the expreſs belief whereof, no Man can be ſaved, which Divine 


call neceſſary neceſſitate medii; others of this kind they call neceſſary neceſſitate 


præcepti, which all Men are commanded to ſeek after, and expreſly believe ;, ſo 


that a culpable Ignorance of ibem hinders Salvation, although ſome may be ſa- 
_ ved with invincible Ignorance of them. And all theſe are abſolutely neceſſary to be 


expreſly believed, either neceſſitate præcepti, or medii, in regard of the mat- 
ter which they contain. But the reſt of the Points of Faith are neceſſary to be be- 
lieved neceſſitate præcepti, only conditionally, that is, to all ſuch to whom they 
are ſufficiently propounded, as defined by the Church: Which neceſſuty proceeds not 
preciſely from the material Object, or Matter contained in them + but from the for- 
mal Object of Divine Authority declared to Chriſtians by the Churches Definition. 
Whether therefore the Points in queſtion be neceſſary in the firſt manner or no, by 
reaſon of their preciſe matter; yet ifthey be neceſſary, by reaſon of the Divine Au- 
thority,or formal Object of Divine Revelation, ſufficiently declared and propound- 
ed to us, they will be Points Fundamental, that is, neceſſary to Salvation to be be- 
lieved, as we have ſhewed Fundamental muſt here be taken.Thele wordsof yours 
containing the full ſtate of the Queſtion in your own Terms, and being the 
ſubſtance of all you ſay on this Controverſie, I have recited at large ; that 


you may not complain, your meaning is miſtaken in them. You aſſert * 
that 
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Truth ; your reading, in miſtaking Patriarcha tor Papa, or elle you were wil- 
ling to diſſemble it, becauſe then by the advantage of this Title, he might be fit- 
ter to diſcover the Artifices and Deſigns of his Fellom- Pope. The laying open 
of which is certainly vaſtly different from ſporting with all that can be ſerious on 
Earth (Man's Salvation) as you moſt injuriouſly calumniate his Lordſhip in 


your next words, in affirming ſo of him, when his only deſign was, to clear 


the way to Man's Salvation, by diſcovering the Gins and Traps which are laid 
in the way of filly Men, by the pernicious ſubtilty of thoſe of your Party. 

The way being thus cleared, we come to the main Queſtion, vis, I} he- 
ther all Points, defined by the Church, are Fundamentals; and here, becauſe 
you tell us, His Lordſhip is like one that provides for a Retreat or a Subterfuge, 
by cutting out a number of ambiguous diſtinfions ; you give us fair hopes 
what clear Proceedings we may expect from you, whoabhor as much the 
clear ſtating of a queſtion, as Foxes do running in beaten Roads. Bur, as 
well as you love them, you muſt be drawn out of your Holes, which will 
be much for the advantage of Truth, though very little tor yours. To 
come therefore cloſe to the Buſineſs, that you may not think I ſeek Subter- 
fuges, or Retreats, I ſhall wave all other Acceptions of Fundamentals, and 
take the Queſtion in your own ſenſe, that is, for Points neceſſary to Salva- 
tion. The Queſtion then in Controverſie between us, is this, Whether the 
Ground or Reaſon why any thing is fundamental or neceſſary to Salvation, be,be- 
canſe it is defined by the Church to be ſo, and conſequently, Whether all Points, 
defined by the Church, be not fundamental or — to Salvation? For the 
occaſion of this Controverſie was from the Greek Church, whether her Er- 
rour, as to the Proceſſion from the Son, be fundamental or no, 7. e. ſuch 
as excludes her from being a Church, and conſequently from Salvation. The 
ground of your Affirmation, is, becauſe the Church had defined it to be ſo; 
fo that the Ground and Reaſon why any thing is ſuppoſed fundamental or 
neceſſary to Salvation, muſt be the Definition of the Church : But for our 


better underſtanding your meaning, you diſtinguiſh of two ways, whereby 


Points may be neceſſary to Salvation ; the one abſolutely, by reaſon of the matter 
they contain; which, ſay you, i ſo fundamentally neceſſary in it ſelf, that not 
only the disbelief of it, when propounded by the Church, but the meer want of an 
expreſs knowledge, and belief of it, will Gol Salvation; and thoſe are ſuch 
Points, without the expreſs belief whereof, no Man can be ſaved, which Divines 


call neceſſary neceſſitate medii; others of this kind they call neceſſary neceſſitate 


præcepti, which all Men are commanded to ſeek after, and expreſly believe ; ſo 
that a culpable Ignorance of them hinders Salvation, although ſome may be ſa- 
ved with invincible Ignorance of them. And all theſe are abſolutely neceſſary to be 
expreſly believed, either neceſſitate præcepti, or medii, in regard of the mat- 
ter which they contain. But the reſt of the Points of Faith are neceſſary to be be- 
lieved neceſſitate præcepti, only conditionally, that is, to all ſuch to whom they 
are ſufficiently propounded, as defined by the Church : Which neceſſuty proceeds not 
preciſely from the material Object, or Matter contained in them; but from the for- 
mal Object of Divine Authority declared to Chriſtians by the Churches Definition. 
Whether therefore the Points in queſtion be neceſſary in the firſt manner or no, by 
reaſon of their preciſe matter; yet 75 be neceſſary, by reaſon of the Divine Au- 
thority,or formal Object of Divine Revelation, ſufficiently declared and propound- 
ed to us, they will be Points Fundamental, that is, neceſſary to Salvation to be be- 
lieved, as we have ſhewed Fundamental muſt here be taken.Theſe words of yours 
containing the full ſtate of the Queſtion in your own Terms, and being the 
ſubſtance of all you ſay on this Controverſie, I have recited at large; that 


you may not complain, your meaning is miſtaken in them. You aflert then, 
that 
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that beſides that Neceſſity which ariſeh from the Matter of things to be 
believed, and from the abſolute Comand of God ; there is another ne- 
ceſſity conditionalh upon the Churches Definition, but, ſuppoſing that Defi- 
nition, the thing ſo propoumded becomes as neceſſary to Salyatioo, as What 
is neceſſary from the matter 3 for in all Hypothetical Propoſitions, the 

Matter becomes neceſfazy. ., For, unleſs you 

{peak of ſuch a neceſſity, as becomes as univerſally obligatory, on ſuppo- 

ition of the Churches Definition, as that which ariſeth from the Matter, 
or abſolute Command; you are guilty of the greateſt Tergiverſation, and 
perverting the ſtate of the Queſtion. For, otherwiſe that cannot Wei 
to be fundamental or neceſſary to Salvation, in the ſenſe of this Queſtion, 
which is not generally neceſſary to Salvation to all Chriſtians. For no 


Man was ever ſo filly, as to imagine, that the Queſtion of Fundamentals, | 
with reſpect to whole Churches, as it is here taken, can be underſtobd in 


41. 


any other ſenſe, than as the matter, call'd Fundamental or Neceſſary, muſt 


be equally fundamental and neceſſary to all Perſo And that this muſt. 
be your meaning, appears by the riſe of the Controverſie, which concerns 
the whole Greek Church, which you exclude from being a Church, © becauſe 
ſhe errs fundamentally, and that ſhe errs fundamentally, becaule the 


Church hath defined. it to be an Errour. 80 that what the Church deter- 
mines as Matter of Faith, is as neceſſary to be believed in order © Sal va- 


tion, as that which is neceſſary from the Matter, or from an abſolute” 


Command. For, otherwiſe the Greek Church might not be in a Funda. 
mental Errour, notwithſtanding the Churches Definition: The ground of 


this Errour being Fundamental, not being derived from the Matter, or ab- : 


ſolute Command, but from the Churches Definition. If therefore the deni- 
al of what the Church defiaes, doth exclude from Salvation; the neceſ- 
fity and obligation muſt be equal to that which ariſeth from the Matter 
to be beljeved, And if the Church defines any particulars to be expli- 
citly believed as neceſſary to Salvation, not only the act digbelieving 
them, but the not explicit believing them, will be as deſtructive to Salva- 
tion, as if the matter of the things themſelves welt fleceſſary ; or that it 
were abſolutely commanded ; for in thoſe caſes; you ſay, the not explicit 

lieving 1s that which damns, 4s, ſo on your Principles it will do here, 


when the explicit Belief is the thing defined eb "This will be 


more plain by an Inſtance. It is notoriouſly Khown, that at the ſhutting 


* 


up of the Council of Trent, a Confeſſion of Faith was drawn up, and confirms, 
ed by the Bull of Pigs 4. 4. D. 1564. and that, »t uu & cjuſdem fidei 
profeſſio nniformiter ab omnibus exhiheatur, That the Profeſſion of one and the, 


ſame Faith, may be made known to all, and declared uniformly by al. In which 
Confeſſion, after the enumeratiof of the Articles contained in the Anci- 
ent Creed; there are many others added concerning Traditions,.. Seven Sa- 
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tion ; The Sacrifice of t "Mfr, 7. ranſubitantiation, Communion in one kind, 
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Purgatory, Invocation of Saints, Worſbip of Imager, Indulgences, the Fefe, 
premacy, &c. All which are required to be believed with an equal aſſent td ; 
the former, as abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, and neceſſary Conditions 


of Catholic Communion. For thus it ends; Hanc veram Catholicam Fi- 
dem, extra quam nemo ſalous eſſe poteſt, quan in preſenti ſponte profitcor, 

veraciter teneo, eandem integram G. inviolatan 11 7 ad extremum vitæ 
Jpiritum, 8c. This true Catholic Faith, without which nong cam be ſaved, 
which at preſent I profeſs, and truly hold, and will do whole and undefiled to my 
lives end, Gc. Judge you now, whether an equal explicit Faith be not here 


required 
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required to the Definitions of the Church, as to the Articles of the Creed; 
and if ſo, there muſt be an equal neceſſity, in order to Salvation, of belie- 
ving both of them, it being here ſo expreſly declared, that theſe Definiti- 
ons are Integral Parts of that Catholick Faith, without which there is 0 dal- 
vation. And what coflld be more ſaid of thoſe things, whoſe matter, or ab- 
ſolute Precept do make them neceflary ? This Confeſſion of Faith therefore 
gives us the trueſt ſtate of the preſent Queſtion, in theſe Particulars. 1. That 
the Definitions of the Church are to be believed, to be as neceſſary to Sal- 
vation, as the Articles of the Ancient Creed, without the belief of which no 
Salvation is to be expected. 2. That the explicit Belief of theſe Definitions 
as neceſſary to Salvation, may be required in order to Catholick Commun. 
on, and that they are to be believed of all as ſuch, becayſe they are defined 
by the Church. So that the Queſtion is not, What i ſo required by the Church- 
es Definition, declared and propounded to us, that it ought not to be diſ-be- 
lieved without mortal and dantnable Sin, which unreperted deſtroys Salvation, 
as you ſtated it; for this ſeems only to reſpect the Faith of particular Per- 
ſons, who are to believe according as the Propoſition may be judged ſffi- 
cient: But the true ſtate of the Queſtion, is, Whether any Definitions of the 
Charch may be believed as Neceſſary Articles of Faith ; and whether they may 
be impoſed on others to be believed i ſuch, ſo that they may be excluded Catho- 
lick Communion if they do not. For this is xeally the true ſtate of the Queſti- 
on, between your Church and ours, ever ſince the Council of Trext; and as 
to it thus ſtated (as it ought to be) I do moſt readily joyn iſſue with you, 

For the clearing of which important Que tion, on which the main 
canſe of our being ſeparated from your Communion depends, theſe three 
things will be neceſſary to be exactly diſcuſſed. 1. What the Grounds are on 
which any thing doth become neceſſary to Salvation ? 2. Whether any thing, 
whoſe matter is not neceſſary, and is not required by an abſolute Command, 
can by any means whatſoever afterwards become neceſſary ? 3. Whether the 


Church hath power by any Propoſition or Definition to make any thing become 


neceſſary to Salvation, and to be believed as ſuch, which was not ſo before ? 
Theſe three I ſuppoſe-you cannot deny, but will take in all that is conſi- 
derable in this Controverſie. Which L ſhall with the more care examine, 
becauſe nothing tends more to the Peace of the Chriſtian World, than a 


through and clear diſcuſſion of it 3 and nothing cauſeth more the Schi ſarr 


and PDiviſſons of it, than the want of a right and due Conception of it. 
1. What the Groumds are on which any thing doth become neceſſary to Sal- 
vation £ For our better underſtandind of which, we muſt conſider 


two . 1. What things are neceſſary to the Salvation of Men as ſuch, or 


conſidered in their ſingle and private Capacities ? 2. What things are neceſſary 
to be owned in order io Salvation, by Chriftian Societies, or as the Bonds and 
Conditions of Eccleflaſtical Communion 2 The want of underſtanding this 
diſtinction of the neceſſity of things, hath cauſed moſt of the Perplexi- 
ties and Confuſion in this Controverſie of Fundamentals. 

t. What thoſe things are which are neceſſary to the Salvation of particular 
Perſons ? But that we may make all as clear as poſſible, in a matter of ſo 
great intricacy, two things again muſt be enquired into. 1. What the 
Ground is, why any thing becomes neceſſary to be believed in order to Salva- 
tion? 2. What the Meaſure and Extent 3s of thoſe things which are to be be- 
lieved by particular Perſons as neceſſary to Salvation? 

1. What the Ground or Foundation is, 0n which things become neceſſary to be 
believed by particular Perſons 8 And that which is the true ground ct the ne- 
ceſſity, why any thing is to be believed, is the proper ratio of a FOR 
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mental Article. For, I ſuppoſe it a much clearer notion of Fundamentale, 
to underſtand them, not as Principles, from whence Deductions may be 
drawn of Theological Truths ; but in regard of that immediate reſpect 
which they have to Men's Salvation. Thoſe things therefore which are 
neceſſary to be explicitly believed by particular Perſons, are Fundamentals 
in order to their Salvation. Now all belief in this caſe ſuppoſing Divine 
Revelation, nothing can be imagined to be neceſſary to be believed, but 
what may be certainly known to be of Divine Revelation. But when we 
conſider, that beſides the general Reaſon of believing what God hath Re- 
vealed z we muſt either ſuppoſe, that all things are of equal neceſſity, 
which are revealed in order to the general End of this Revelation; or, that 
ſome things therein contained, are expreſly neceſſary to the End, and other 
things to be believed on the general account of Faith, ſo far as they are 
known to be of Divine Revelation. Now from hence ariſeth a twofold 
neceſlity of things to be believed ; the firſt more general and large, the 
ſecond more particular and abſolute. The firſt depends upon the formal 
Reaſon of Faith ; the ſecond, on the particular End of Divine Revelation. 
That which depends on the formal Reaſon of that Aſſent we call Faith, 
is that which ſuppoſeth Divine Veracity, or the impoſlibility of God's 
deceiving, us in any thing revealed by Him; now this extends to all 
things whatſoever, which are ſuppoſed by Men to be of Divine Revelati- 
on. For, though Men may miſtake in the matter, yet the Reaſon of Al- 


| ſent holding, under that Miſtake, they are bound neceſſarily to be- 


lieve whatever is ſuppoſed by them to be Divine. Revelation. Here 
lies no difficulty in, the ground of Faith, but all the care is co be uſed in 
the ſearch into the matters which are to be believed on the account of this 


Revelation. But here we are to conſider, that the only thing which is in 


general, and abſolutely neceſſary to Salvation, is the general Act of Faith, 
viz. Believing whatever God reveals to be true, elſe God's Veracity would 
be call'd in queſtion 5 but particular Objects cannot be ſaid, on this ac- 
count, to be abſolutely and univerſally neceſſary, but only fo far as 


there are ſufficient Convictions, that thoſe particulars are of Divine Reve- 


lation. And, the more general and extenſive the Means of Conviction 
are, the more large and univerſal is the Obligation to Faith. As, that the 
Scriptures contain in them the Word of God, is a Matter of more univerſal 


Obligation, than particular things therein revealed; . becauſe the belief 


of the one depends upon the acknowledgment of the other. And 
withal, ſuppoſing it believed, that the Matters contained in Scripture 
are of Divine Revelation; yet all things are not equally clear to all Capa- 


cities, that they are therein contained. Which is a ſufficient Ground for 
us, to ſay, It was not God's Intention, that all things contained in bis 


Word, ſhould be believed with the ſame degree of neceſſity by all Per- 
ſons. And therefore, though the general Reaſon of Faith depends on God's 
Veracity, yet the particular obligation to the belief of particular things, as 
revealed by God, depends on the Means, whereby we may be aſſured, that 
ſuch things are revealed by him : Which Means admitting of ſo great Vari- 
ety, as to the Circumſtancesand Capacities of particular Perſons, there can 
be no general Rule ſet down what things are neceſſary to be believed by 
all particular Perſons. For, thoſe who have greater means of know- 
ledge, a larger capacity, and clearer propoſal, are bound to believe more 
things explicitly, than thoſe who want all theſe, or have a lower de- 


gree of them. In which caſe, it is an unreaſonable thing to ſay, that 
ſuch a one, who disbelieves any thing propounded to him as a Matter 
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of Faith, doth preſently call in queſtion God's Veraciiy; for he may as firm- 
ly believe that as any in general, and yet may have ground to queſtion 
whether God's Veracity be at all concerned in that which is propounded to 
him as a Matter of Faith ; becauſe he ſees no reaſon to believe that this was 
ever revealed by God. And, by this, a clear anſwer is given to that Queſti- 
on, which you propoſe : Whether all thoſe Truths which are ſufficiently propo- 
ſed to any Chriſtian, as defined by the Church for Matter of Faith, can be 
diſ-believed by ſuch a Chriſtian, without mortal and damnable ſin, which un- 
repented deſtroys Salvation? To which the Anſwer is eaſie upon the 
grounds here aſſigned: For this Queſtion concerning particular Perſons, 
and particular Objects of Faith, the Reſolutionofit doth depend upon the 
ſufficiency of the means, to convince ſuch a Perſon, that whatever is pro- 
pounded as Defined by the Church for a Matter of Faith, is certainly and 
truly ſo. For to inſtance in any one of thoſe new Articles of Faith, Tranſub- 


ſtanti ation, or the Pope's 1 &c. you tell me, Theſe are neceſſary 


to be believed, or at leaſt cannot be diſ believed without ſin (which is all 


one in this caſe, ſuppoſing clear conviction, for then what cannot be diſ- 


believed without Sin, muſt be explicitly believed.) I deſire to know the 
Grounds why they may not? You tell me, Theſe are Truths which are ſuf- 
ficiently propoſed to me, as defined by the Church for Matters of Faith. I 
deny the Churches Propoſition to be ſufficient to convince me, that theſe 
are Matters of Faith; for I underſtand not what Power your Church hath 
to define any thing for Matter of Faith : If I granted that, I muſt under- 
ſtand what you mean by ſufficient Propoſetion z whether that your Church 
hath ſo defined them, or that ſhe hath power ſo to define them; and be- 


cauſe I am heartily willing to believe any thing that 1 have reaſon to be- 


lieve is a Matter of Faith ; certainly it can be ho Sin in me, not to believe 
that which I can ſee no ground at all to believe, either in it ſelf, or becauſe 
of your Churches Definition. And all this while, I have as high thoughts 
of God's Veracity, as you can have, and it may be higher; becauſe I [ztereſt 
it not in the falſe and contradiFory Definitions of your Church. It therefore 
you will prove it to be a damnable Sin not to believe whatever is propo- 
ſed by your Church for a Matter of Faith, you muſt firſt prove, that 
there is as univerſal an Obligation to believe whatever is ſufftci- 
ently propoſed as defined by the Church for Matter of Faith, as there is to 
aſſent to whatever God reveals as true. And when you have done this, I will 
give you leave to ſtate the Queſtion as you do : For then you would offer 
ſomething to the proof of it, which now you do not. The ſubſtance then 
of what concerns the obligation to Faith, as to particular Objects, on the 
account of Divine Revelation, lies in the Means of Convidion concerning 
thoſe particular ObjeRs being divinely revealed, which being various, the 
degrees of Aſſent muſt be various too: But yet ſo that the more Men are neg- 
ligent of the Means of Conviction, the more culpable their Unbelief is; 
but where Men uſe all moral diligence to underſtand what is revealed, and 
what not, if they cannot be convinced, that ſome particular thing is of Di- 
vine Revelationzit is hard to prove them guilty of mortal and damnable Sin, 
without firſt proving, that God abſolutely requires from Men an Aſent to 
that, which it is 3»poſſible in their Circumſtances they ſhould believe. And 
this is the firſt ſort of things neceſſary to be believed by particular Perſors ; 
ſuch as are believed on the general account of God's Veracity in revealing them. 

But becauſe there muſt be a more particular Reaſon aſſigned of any ſuch 
intention in God to reveal his Mind to the World, viz. ſome peculiar end 


which he had in it; therefore a further degree of the neceſſity of things 
| to 
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of neceſſity of the Means, and of the Command, as importing a different kind 
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to be believed, muſt be enquired after, viz. ſuch as have an immediate 
and neceſſary reſpect to the Proſecution of that End. Now the only End 
aſſignable of that great expreſſion of Divine Goodneſs, in declaring to Man 
the Will of God, is the Eternal Welfare and Happineſs of Mankind, for no- 
thing elſe can be imagined ſuitable and proportionable to the ¶ iſdom and 
Goodneſs of God; beſides that, this is expreſly mentioned in Scripture as 
God's great End in it. Now this being the . End of Divine Revela- 
tion, the neceſſity of things to be believed abſolutely, and in themſelves, 
muſt be taken from the reference or reſpect which they have to the attain- 
ment of this End. And, although the diſtinction be commonly received, 


. 


of neceſſity, yet in the ſenſe j here take Neceſſity in, the Members of that di- 
Und 18 to me ſeem calwcidert. For I cannot ſte any reaſoꝶ to believe 
that God ſhould make the belief of any thing neceſſary, by an abſolute Com- 
mand, but what hath an immediate 2 by Way of mean for the at- 
tainment of this End For otherwiſe, that which is called the Neceſzty of , 
Precept, falls under the former degree of Neceſſi i. That which is to 
be believed. on the general ageount of Divine Revelation. And, although 
theſe things which are ngcefſary, Means, are to be believed on the 
ſame formal Reaſon of Falch g per linceGod had a different Ead in the Re- 
velation of theſe from t = therefore there is a neceſſity of putting 
a difference between them, Bar Huppohng God to have fuch a deſign to 
bring the Souls of Men to Happinel(sz.4n order to this End ſome Means 
muſt be neceſſary, and theſe muſt Tonſequently be revealed to Men, be- 
cauſe they are ſo neceſſary in order to ſuch an End ; now it is apparent, 
All things contained in Scripture, are not of that nature; ſome being at ſo 
great a remove from this End, that the only reaſon of believing them, is, 
becauſe they are contained in that Book, which we have the greateſt rea- 
ſon to believe, contains nothing falſe in it. Now the only way whereby 
we may judge of the nature of theſe things, is, from the conſideration of 
what is made the moſt neceſſary Condition in order to Happinels ; and the 
way by which we may come to it. And nothing being more evident, than 
that the Goſpel contains in it a Covenant of Grace, or the Conditions on 
which our Salvation depends; whatever is neceſſary in order to our per- 
formance of the Conditions required of us, muſt be neceſſary to be be- 
lieved by all. The Goſpel therefore tendring Happineſs upon the Condi- 
tions of our believing in Chrift, and walking in Bim ; theſe twothings are in - 
diſpenſably neceſſary to Salvation (where the Goſpel is known, for we 
have no reaſon to enquire into the Method ofGod's proceeding with others?) 
An bearty Aſſent to the Doctrine of Chriſt, and a conſcientious walking accgr- 
ding to the Precepts of it. But to undertake to define what parte of that. 
Doctrine are neceſſary to Salvation, and what not, ſeems to me wholly un- 
neceſſary; becauſe the Aſent to the DoFrine of Chriſt, as revealed from” 
God, muſt neceſſarily carry in it ſo much as is ſufficient igtder to Salvati-/ + 
on. Whatever therefore is neceſſary to a Spiritual Life, is neceſſar abſo-:- 
lutely to Salvation, and no more; but what, and how much that is, muſt 
be gathered by every one as to himſelf from Scripture ; but is impoſſiple 
to be defined by others, as to all Perſons, But in all, Faith towards God, 
and in our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; and Repentance from dead Works,are abſolutely 
and indiſpenſably neceſſary to Salvation, e in them, both an 
univerſal readineſs of mind to believe and obey God in all things: And 
by this we ſee, what the Rule and Meaſure of the neceſſity of things to be 
believed is, as to particular Perſons SEE lies in theſe things. 
I aw S F<... | 
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1. Whatever God hath revealed, is undoubtedly and infallibly true. | 
2. Whatever appears to me, upon ſufficient enquiry, to be revealed by God, I 
am bound to believe it by virtue of God's Veracity. G | 
3. All things not equally appearing to all Perſons to be revealed of God, the | 
ſame meaſure of neceſſity cannot be extended to all Perſons. 
4. An univerſal Aſſent to the Will of God, and univerſal Obedience ta it, | 
are abſolutely and indiſpenſably neceſſary to all Perſons, to whom God's Word | 
i revealed, 
Thus much may ſuffice concerning what is neceſſary to be believed by | 
particular Perſons, conſidered as ſuch. 
$5 But this Controverſie never need break Chriſtian Societies in that ſenſe, 
but the great difficulty lies in the other part o 52 is moſt common- 
ly ſtrangely confounded with the former, viz. What things are neceſſary to 
be owned, in order 10 Church- Societies, or Eceleſiaſtical Communion 2 For 
which, we muſt conſider, that the Combination of Chriſtian Societies, or 
that which we call the Gatbolick Church, doth ſubſiſt upon the belief of what 
is neceſſary to Salvation, For the very notion of a Chriſtian Church doth 
imply the belief of all thoſe things, which are neceſſary in order to the 
_ of Chriſtian Religion, which is Men's Eternal Happineſs. From whence 
three thingsmulſt be taken notice f. ; 

1. That the very Being of a Church, doth ſuppoſe the neceſſity of what is re- 
quired to be believed in order to Salvation. For elſe there could not be ſuch 
a thing as a Church imagined, which is only a Combination of Men toge- 
ther, upon the belief of ſuch a Doctrine as neceſſary to Salvation ; and for 
the performance of thoſe Acts of Worſhip which are ſuitable thereto : 
Therefore to aſſert the Church to have power to make things neceſſary to 
Salvation, is not only abſurd, but deſtructive to the Being of that Church. 
For when it offered to define any thing to be neceſſary, which was not ſo 
before, was it a Church or no? If it was a Church, it believed all things ne- 
ceſſary: If it believed all things neceſſary, before it defined ; how comes it to 
make more things neceſſary by its Definition? But of this more afterwards, 

2. Whatever Church owns thoſe things which are antecedently neceſſary to the 
Being of a Church, cannot ſo long ceaſe to be a true Church. Becauſe it re- 
tains that which is the Foundation of the Being of the Catholick Church. 
Here we muſt diſtinguiſh thoſe things in the Catholick Church, which give 
its Being, from thoſe things which are the proper As of it, as the Catho» | 
lick Church. As to this latter, the ſolemn Worſhip of Gad in the way pre- 3% 
ſcribed by him, is neceffary ; in order to which there muſt be ſuppoſed | 
lawful Officers ſet in the Church, and Sacraments duly adminiſtred : But | 
theſe, I ſay, are rather the Exerciſe of the Communion af the Catholick | 
Church, than that which gives its Being, which is, the belief of that Reli- | 
gion whereon its Subſiſtence and Unity depends; and as long as a Church | 
retains this, it keeps its Being, though the Integrity and Perfedion of it | 
depends upon the due exerciſe of all Acts af Comunion in it. 

3. The Union of the Catholick Church depends upon the Agreement of it, in 
making the Foundations of its Being, to be the grounds of its Communion. For 
the Unity being intended to preſerve the Being, there can be no reaſon gi- 
ven, why the Bonds of Union (ſhould extend beyond the Foundation of its 
Being, which is, the owning the things neceſſary to the Salvation of all. 
From whence it neceſſarily follows, that whatſoever Church impoſeth the | 
belief of other things as neceſſary to Salvation, which were not ſo antece- 
dently neceſſary to the Being of the Catholick Church, doth, as much as in it i 
lies, break the Unity of it; and thoſe Churches, who deſire to * its ſ 
; ; { nity, 
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Unity, are bound thereby not to have Communion with it ſo long as it 
doth ſo. Of what great Conſequence theſe Principles are to the true un- 
derſtanding the diſtance between our Church and yours, if you ſee not 
now, you may feel afterwards. | 

Theſe things being premiſed, 1 come to that which is the main Subject 
of the preſent Diſpute, which is, What thoſe things are which ought to be 
owned by all Chriſtian Societies as neceſſary to Salvation, on which the Being of 
the Catholick Church depends. If we can find any ſure footing for the Defini- 
tion of theſe, we ſhall thereby find what the neceſſary Conditions of Eccle- 

aftical Communion are, and conſequently where the proper cauſe of 
Schiſm lies in tranſgreſſing thoſe Bounds, and what Foundations may be 
laid for the Peace of the, Chriſtian World. Which being of ſo vaſt im- 
rtance, would require a larger diſcuſſion, than this place will admit of: 

t ſo far as is pertinent to our preſent Subject, I hall enquire into it; 
and give an account of my Thoughts, in theſe Propoſitions. 

1. Nothing ought to be owned as neceſſary to Salvation by Chriſtian Societies, 
but ſuch things, which, by the judgment of all thoſe Sotieties, are antecedently 
neceſſary to the Being of the Catholic Church. For, no reaſon can be aſſigned 
(as I ſaid before) why the Boxds of Union ſhould be extended beyond that 
which is the Churches Foundation; neither can there any reaſon be given 


why any thing elſe ſhould be judged neceſſary to the Churches Communion, 
but what all thoſe Churches (who do not manifeſtly diſſent from the Ca- 


tholick Church of the firſt Ages) are agreed in, as neceſſary to be believed 

by all ; this will be further explained afterwards. Only I add here, when 

I ſpeak of the neceſſary Conditions of Eecleſſaſtical Cammunion, | ſpeak of 

ſuch things which muſt be owned as neceſſary Articles of Faith, and not 

of any other Agreements for the Churches Peace. I deny not therefore, but 

that in caſe of great Diviſions in the Chriſtian World, and any National 

Churches reforming it ſelf, that Church may declare its ſenſe of thoſe Abuſes 

in Articles of Religion, and require of Men a Sbſcription to them; but 

then we are to conſider, that there is a great deal of difference between 

the owning ſome Propoſitions in order to Peace, and the believing of them 

as neceſſary Articles of Faith. And this is clearly the ſtate of the Difference 

between the Church of Rome, and the Church of Exgland, The Church of 

Rome impoſeth new Articles of Faith to be believed as neceſſary to Salvation; 

as appears by the formerly cited Bull of Pius 4. Which Articles contain 

in them the Jultification of thoſe things which are moſt excepted againſt 
by other Churches, ; and by her impoſing theſe as the Conditions of her 

Communion, ſhe makes it neceflary for other Churches, Who would pre- 

ſerve the Unity of the Catholick Church upon her true Foundations, to for- 

bear her Communion. But the Church of England makes no Articles of 
Faith, but ſuch as have the Teſtimony and Approbation of the whole Chri- 

ſtian World of all Ages, and are acknowledged to be ſuch by Rome it ſelf, 

and in other things ſhe requires Subſeription to them not as Articles of 
Faith, but as Inferiour Truths, which ſhe expects a ſubmiſſion to, in or- 

der to her Peace and Tranquility. So the late Learned L. Primate of 
Ireland often expreſſeth the ſenſe of the Church of England, as to her thirty 
nine Articles. Neither doth the Church of England, faith he, define any of 
theſe Queſtions, as neceſſary to be believed, either neceſ · 
litate medii, or neceſſitate przcepti,whichis much leſs. ; 3. p. 396. 
but only bindeth her Sons, for Peace ſake, not to oppoſe 
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them. And in another place more fully. We do not Soc 1: cap-11; P 190, V. Replication 
ſuffer any Man to rejed the thirty nine Articles of the to the Biſnop of Chalcedon. p. 264- 


Church 


Church of England at his pleaſure ; yet neither do we look upon them as Eſſen- 
tials of Saving Faith, or Legacies of Chriſt and his Apoſtles : But in a mean, 
as Pibus Opinions fitted for the Preſervation of Unity ; neither do we oblige 
any Man to believe them, but only not to contradi@ them. By which we 
ſee, what a vaſt difference there is between thoſe things which are requi- 
red by the Church of England, in order to Peace; and thoſe which are im- 
poſed by the Church of Rome, as part of that Faith, extra quam non eſt ſalus, 
without belief of which there is no Salvation. In which ſhe hath as much 
violated the Unity of the Catholic Church, as the Church of England by her 
Prudence and Moderation hath ſtudied to preſerve it. . 

2. Nothing ought to be impoſed as a neceſſary Article of Faith to be believed 
by all, but what may be evidently propounded to all Penſons, as a thing which God 
did require the explicit belief of. 1t being impoſſible to make any thing ap- 
pear a neceſſary Article of Faith, but what may not only be evidently 
proved to be revealed by God, but that God doth oblige all Men to the be- 
lief of it in order to Salvation. And therefore none of thoſe things, whoſe 
obligation doth depend on variety of Circumftances,ought in reaſon be made 
the Bondi of that Communion which cannot take notice of that variety as 
to Mens Conditions and Capacities. There are many things in Chriſtian Re- 


ligion, which, whoſoever believes the truth of it, cannot but eaſily diſ- 
cern to be neceſſary in order to the profeſſion and practice of it, in moſt 


of which the common Senſe and Reaſon of Mankind is agreed. Not only 
the Exiſtence of a Deity, the clear diſcovery of the Wiſdow, Goodneſs and 
Power of God, with his Providence over the World, and the Immortality of 
Souls, being therein moſt evidently revealed ; but, the way and manner 
of the reſtitution of Men's Souls by Faith in Jeſus Chriſt as our only Savi- 
our, and Obedience to his Commands, is ſo fully laid down in the cleareſt 
Terms, that no rational Man, who conſiders the nature of Chriſtian Religi- 
on, but muſt aſſert the profeſſion of all theſe things to be neceſſary to all 
ſuch, whoown Chriſtian Religion to be true. But there are many other 
things in Chriſtian Religion, which are neither ſo clearly revealed in the 
Scriptures, nor unanimouſly aſſented to in any Age of the ec Church ; 
and, why any ſuch things ſhould be made the Conditions of that Communi- 
on in the Catholick Church, - whoſe very Being depends only on neceſſary 


things, would puzzle a Philoſopher to underſtand. As if none ſhould be 


accounted Mathematicians, but ſuch as could ſquare Circles; and none Na- 
turaliſts, but ſuch as could demonſtrate whether quantity were infinitely 
diviſible or no: Much ſo it is, if none ſhould be accounted Members of the 


Catholic Church, but ſuch as own the truth and neceſſity of ſome at 


leaſt as diſputable Points, as any in Religion. Let therefore any Romaniſt 
tell me, whether the Pope's Supremacy be as clear in Scripture, as that Chriſt 
is Saviour of the World; whether Purgatory be as plain as Eternal Life ; 
Tranſubſtantiation as evident, as that the Euchariſt ought to be adminiſtred 
whether Invocation of Saints be as manifeſt, as the Adoration of God; the 
Doctrine of Jndulgencies, as Repentance from dead Works 3 and if there be 
ſo great a clearneſs in the Revelation of the one, and ſo far from it as to 
the other; let them give any juſt account why the belief of the one ismade 
as neceſſary to Salvation as the other is. Certainly, ſuch who take in 
things, at leaſt ſo diſputable as all theſe are, and enforce the belief of 


them in order to their Communion, cannot otherwiſe be thought but to 


have a deſign to exclude a great part of the Chriſtian World from their 
Communion ; and, to do fo, and then cry out of them as Schiſmaticks, is 
the moſt unreaſonable Proceeding in the World. "et 
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3. Nothing ought to be required as a neceſſary Article of Faith, but what 8. 8. 
hath been believed and received = ſuch by the Catholick Church of all Ages. 
For, ſince neceſſary Articles of Faith are ſuppoſed to be ſo antecedently to 
the Being of the Catholick Church, fince the Catholick Church doth ſuppoſe 
the continual acknowledgment of ſuch things as are neceſſary to be be- 
lieved ; it is but juſt and reaſonable to admit nothing as neceſſary, but 
what appears to have been ſo univerſally received. Thence it is, that Au- 
tiquity, Oniverſality, and Conſent, are ſo much inſiſted on by Vincentias 
Lerinenſis, in order to the proving any thing to be a neceſſary Article of 
Faich. But the great Difficulty of this lies in finding out what was received 
for a neceſſary Article of Faith, and what was not by the CatholickChurch ; 
which being a Subject as neceſſary, as ſeldom ſpoken to, I ſhall not leave 
it untouched, although I muſt premiſe, that Rule to be much more uſe- 
ful in diſcovering what was not looked on as a neceſſary Article of Faith, 
than what was; and therefore I begin with that firſt. 

1. It is ſufficient evidence, that was not looked on as a neceſſary Ar- 
ticle of Faith, which was not admitted into the Ancient Creeds. Whether 
all thoſe Declarations which were inſerted in the enlargements of the 
Apoſtolical Creed, by the Councils of Nice and Conſtantinople, and ig that 
Creed which goes under the name of Athanaſtus, were really judged by. 
the Catholick Church of all Ages, to be neceſſary to Salvation, is not 
here my buſineſs to enquire ; but there ſeems to be a great deal of Reaſon 
for the Negative, that what was not inſerted in the Ancient Creeds, was 
not by them judged neceſſary to be believed by all Chriſtians. I know, 
it is ſaid by ſome of your Party, That the Apoſtolical Creed did only contain 
thoſe Articles which were neceſſary to be believed, in oppoſition to the preſent 
Hereſies which were then in the Church. As though the neceſſity of belie- 
ving in Chriſtians, came only by an Axtiperiſtaſis of the oppoſition of Here- 
ticks; And if there had been no Hereticks to have denied God's being the 
Creatour, and Chriſt's being the Saviour; it had not been neceſſary to have be- 
lieved either of them ſo explicitly as now we do. But when we ſpeak of 
all things neceſſary to be believed by all; I mean not, that all Circumſtan- 
ces of things contained in thoſe Creeds are neceſſary to be believed 1a order 
to Salvation ; but, that all thoſe things which were judged as neceſſary 
to be believed by all, were therein inſerted, will appear to any one who 
either conſiders the expreſſions of the Ancients concerning theCreeds then in 
uſe ; or the primary reaſon why ſuch Summaries of Faith were ever made 
in the Chriſtian Church. The Teſtimonies of the Fathers to this purpoſe 
are ſo well known in this Subject, that it were a needleſs task to repeat them, 
who ſo unanimouſly aſſert the ſafficiency, unalterable- - | | 
neſs, and perfection of that Faith, which is contained in n * + ow * ug 
the Creed z making it, the ſum of all neceſſary DoFrints; Hieroſolmit. Catech. 4, 5. Hieron. ep. 61. 
the Foundation of the Catholick Faith, and of the Church, 2 4 =" 4p = ; Dy 1 ka 
the firſt and ſole Confeſſion of Evangelical Doctrine. Of 119, 137, 181. Ambroſ. ſerm. 38..de je. 
all which, and many more expreſſions to the ſame pur- In. & Quadrag. TE: ad Conſtant. 
poſe, produced not only by our Writers, but by yours 2 * 


judged neceſſary to be believed by all, by the Catholick Church of that Age 
they lived in, or before them, was therein contained. Beſides, what account 
can be given, why any ſuch Summaries of Faith ſhould at all be made either 
by Apoſtles, or Apaſtolical Perſons ; but only for that end, that neceſſary Ar- 
ticles of Faith might be reduced into ſuch a compaſs, as might become por- 
table to the weakeſt Capacities ? If the riſe of Creeds were (as moſt oy | 
a 
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ble it was) from the things propounded to the Catechumens to be belie- 
ved in order to Baptiſm, can we reaſonably think, that any thing judged 
neceſſary tobe believed, ſhould be left out? If the Apoſtolical Creed be a 
ſummary comprehenſion of that Form of ſound Doctrine, which the Apo- 


files delivered to all Chriſtians at their firſt Converſion (as it is generally 


ſuppoſed) either we muſt think the Apoſtles unfaithful in their Work, or 
the Creed an unfaithful account of their Doctrine, or that ſuch things which 
were (uppoſed univerſally neceſſary to be believed, are therein compre- 
hended. Which is ſufficient for my purpoſe, that nothing ought to be 
looked on as a neceſſary Article of Faith, or was ſo eſteemed by the Ca- 
tholick Church, which is not contained in the Ancient Creeds. | 

2. Nothing ought to be judged a neceſſary Article of Faith, but what 
was univerſally believed by the Catholic Church, to be delivered as ſuch by Chriſt, 
or his ApoſiHes. So that it is not the judgment, but the Teſtimony of the 
Catholick Church, which muſt be relyed on, and that Teſtimony only, when 
univerſal, às delivering what was once infallibly delivered by Chri/t, or 
his Apoſtles. From whence it follows, that any one who will undertake to 
make out any thing as a neceſſary Article of Faith, by Catholick Tradition 
9 muſt do theſe things: | | | 

1. He muſt make it appear to be univerſally embraced at all times, and 
in all places, by ſuch who were Members of the Catholick Church. 

2. That none ever oppoſed it, but he was preſently diſowned as no 
Member of the Catholick Church, becauſe oppoſing ſomething neceſſary to 
Salvation. | | | 

3. That it be delivered by all thoſe Writers of the Church, who give an 
account of the Faith of Chriftians, or what was delivered by Chris} and his 
Apoſtles to the Church. | : 

4.That it was not barely looked on as neceſſary to be believed by ſuch as 
might be convinced it was of Divine Revelation, but that it was delivered 
with a neceſſity of its being explicitly believed by all. 

5. That what is delivered by the conſent of the Writers of the Catho- 
lick Church, was undoubtedly the Conſent of the Church of thoſe Ages. 

6. That all thoſe Writers agree not only in the Belief of the thing it 
ſelf, but of the Neceſſity of it to all Chriſtians. | 

7. That no Writers or Fathers of ſucceeding Ages, can be ſuppoſed to alter 
in the belief, either of the matters believed before, or the neceſſity of them. 

3. Thatno Oppoſitions of Hereticks, or Heats of Contention, could 
make them judge any Article ſo oppoſed, to be more neceſſary, than it was 
judged before that Contention; or they themſelves would have judged 
it, had it not been ſo oppoſed. | 

9. That when they affirm many Traditions to be Apoſtolical, which yet 
varied in ſeveral Churches, they could not affirm any Doctrine to be Apo- 
Ftolical, which they were not univerſally agreed in. 

10. That when they ſo plainly aſſert the ſufficiency of the Scriptures as 
a Rule of Faith, they did yet believe ſomething neceſſary to Salvation, 
which was not contained therein. 3 | 

When you, or any one elſe, will undertake to make good theſe Condi- 
tions ; I ſhall then begin to believe, that ſomething may be made to appear 
to be a neceſſary Article of Faith, which is not clearly revealed in Scrip- 
ture, but not before : But till then this Negative will ſuffice, that nothing 
ought to be embraced, as the judgment of the Church concerning a ne- 
ceſſary Article of Faith, but what appears to be clearly revealed in 
Scripture, and univerſally embraced by the Catholick Church of all Ages. 

| 3. Nothing 
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3. Nothing ought to be looked on as à neceſſary Article of Faith, by 
the judgment of the Catholick Church, the dexyal of which was not univer- 
ſally oppoſed, and condemned as Hereſie. For otherwiſe the Catholick Church 
was very little ſenſible of the honour of Chriſtian Faith, if it ſuffered Diſ- 
ſenters in neceſſary things, without putting a mark of diſhonour upon 
them. Therefore we may conclude, that whatever was patiently born with 
in ſuch as difſented from the generality of Chriſtians, e ee if conſide- 
rable Perſons in the Church, were the Authors or Fomenters of ſuch Opi- 
nions, however true the contrary Doctrine was ſuppoſed to be, yet it 
was not ſuppoſed neceſſary, becauſe then the oppoſers would have been 
condemned of Hereſie, by ſome open Act of the Catholic Churcb. 

But if, beyond theſe Negatives, we would enquire what was poſitively 
believed as neceſſary to Salvation by the Catholic Charch ; we ſhall hardly 
find any better way, than by the Articles of the Ancient Creeds, and the uni- 
verſal oppoſition of any new Doctrine on its firſt appearance, and the con- 
demning the broachers of it for Hereſfe in Oecumenical Councils, with the 


continual Diſapprobation of thoſe Doctrines by the Chriſtian Churches of 


all Ages. As is clear in the caſes of Arrius and Pelagizs. For it ſeems 
very reaſonable to judge, that ſince the neceſſary Articles of Faith were 
all delivered by the Apoſtles to the Catholick Church, ſince the Foundation 
of that Church lies in the belief of thoſe things, which are zeceſ/ary, that 
nothing ſhould be delivered contrary to any meceſſary Article of Faith, but 
the Church, by ſome evident AF, muſt declare its diſlike of it, and its re- 
ſolution thereby to adhere to that neceſſary Doctrine, which was once de- 
livered to the Saints, And withal, it ſeems reaſonable, that becauſe Art 
and Subtilty may be uſed by ſuch who ſeek to pervert the Catholick Do- 
rize, and to wreſt the plain places of Scripture, which deliver it, ſo far 
from their proper meaning, that very few ordinary Capacities may be able 
to clear themſelves of ſuch Miſts as are caſt before their Eyes; the ſenſe 
of the Catholic Charch in ſucceeding Ages, may be a very uſeful way for 
us to embrace the true Senſe of Scripture, eſpecially in the great Articles 
of the Chriſtian Faith. As for inſtance, in the Doctrine of the Deity of 
Chriſt, or the Trinity; though the Subtilty of ſuch Modern Hereticks, who 
oppoſe either of theſe, may ſo far prevail on Perſons, either not of ſuffici- 
ent judgment, or not ſufficiently verſed in the Scriptures, as at preſent to 
make them acknowledge the places are not ſo clear as they imagined 
them to be; yet they being always otherwiſe interpreted by the Catholick 
Church, or the Chriſtian Societies of all Ages, lays this potent Prejudice 
againſt all ſuch attempts, as not to believe ſuch interpretations true, till they 
give a juſt account, why, if the belief of theſe DoFrines were not neceſſa- 
ry, the Chriſtians of all Ages from the Apoſtles times, did ſo unanimouſly 
agree in them, that when any began firſt to oppoſe them, they were de- 
clared and condemned for Hereticks for their pains. So that the Church of 
England doth very piouſly declare her conſent with the Ancient Catholick 
Church, in not admitting any thing to be delivered as the ſenſe of Scripture, 
which is contrary to the conſent of the Catholic Church in the four. firſt A- 
ges. Not as though the ſenſe of the Catholick Church were pretended to be 
any infallible Rule of interpreting Scripture in all things which concern 
the Rule of Faith; but that it is a ſufficient Preſcription againſt any thing 
which can be alledged out of Scripture, that if it appear contrary to the 
ſenſe of the Catholick Church from the beginning, it ought not to be looked 
on as the true meaning of the Scripture. All this ſecurity is built upoh this 
ſtrong Preſumption, that nothing contrary to the neceſſary * ” 
aith, 
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Faith, ſhould be held by the Catholic Church, whole very Being depends 
upon the belief of thoſe things which are neceſſary to Salvation. As long 
therefore as the Church might appear to be truly Cathelick by thoſe Currel- 
pondencies which were maintained between the ſeveral parts of it, that 
what was refuſed by one, was ſo by all; ſo long this unanimous and un- 
contradicted ſenſe of the Catholick Church, ought to have a great ſway upon 
the Minds of ſuch who yet profeſs themſelves Members of the Catholick 
Ehurch. From whence it follows, that ſuch Doctrines may well be judged 
deſtructive to the Rule of Faith, which were ſo unanimouſly condemned 
by the Catholick Church within that time. And thus much may ſuffice for 
the fiſt Enquiry, wiz. What things are jo be eſteemed neceſſary, either in or- 
der to Salvation, or in order to Eccleſiaſtical Communion. 

&. 10, 2. Whether any thing which was not neceſſary to Salvation, may by any means 
whatſoever afterwards become neceſſary, ſo that the not believing it becomes 
damnable, and unrepented deſtroys Salvation We ſuppoſe the Queſtion to 
proceed on ſuch things as could not antecedently to ſuch an Act whereby 
they now become neceflary, be eſteemed to be fo, either from the Matter, 
or trom any expreſs Command. For you in Terms aſſert a neceſſity of be- 
lieving diſtin from the Matter, and abſolute Command, and hath the 
Churches Definition for its formal Obje&, which makes the neceſſity of our 
Faith continually to depend upon the Churches Definition; but this 
ſtrange kind of Ambulatory Faith, 1 ſhall now ſhew to be repugnant to 
the Deſign of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, in making known Chriſtian Religi- 
on, and to all evidence of Reaſon, and directly contrary to the plain and 
uncontradicted Senſe of the Primitive and Catholic Church. 

x. It is contrary to the We of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, in making known 
the Chriſtian Religion to the World. For, if the deſign of Chriſt was to 
declare whatever was neceſſary to the Salvation of Mankind, if the Apoſtles 
were ſent abroad for this very end, then either they were very «»faithfal in 
diſcharge of their truſt, or elſe they taught II things nece/ary tor their Sal. 
vation ; and, if they did ſo, how can any thing become zeceſ/ary, which 
they did never teach? Was it not the great Promiſe concerning the Meſſzax, 
that at his coming, the Earth ſhould be full of the Knowledge of the Lord, as the 

Iſs. 11. 9. Naters cover the Sea ; that then they ſhall all be taught of God? Was not this the 
ag 5- juſtexpeCtation of the People concerning him, That when he came he would 
Java, 25. tel] them all things ? Doth not he tell his Diſciples, That all things I have 

cho 15. heard of my Father, I have made known unto you? And, for all this, is there 

= ſomething (till remaining neceſſary to Salvation, which neither he, nor his 
Diſciples, did ever make known to the World ? Doth not he promiſe Life 

and Salvation to all ſuch as believe and obey his Doctrine? And can any thing 

be neceſſary for eternal Life, which he never declared? Or did he only pro- 

mile it to the Men of that Age and Generation, and leave others to the Mercy 

of the Churches Definitions? If this. be ſo, we have ſad cauſe to lament our 
condition, upon whom theſe heavy loyns of the Church are fallen: How happy 

had we been, if we had lived in Chriſt's, or the Apoſtles times; for then we 

might have been ſaved, though we had never believed the Pope's Supremacy, 

or Tranſubſtantiation,or Invocation of Saints, or Worſhipping Images ; but now 

the caſe is altered; theſe Mi/ozes are now hung about our necks, and how 

we ſhall ſwim to Heaven with them, who knows? How ſtrangely miſtaken 

was our Saviour, when he ſaid, Bleſſed are they that have not ſeen, and yet 

have believed; For, much more bleſſed certainly were they, who did ſee 

him, and believe in him; for then he would undertake for their Salvation; 


but now, it ſeems, we are out of his reach, and turned over to the * 
Infal- 
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Faith, ſnould be held by the Catholick Church, whole very Being depends 
upon the belief of thoſe things which are neceſſary to Salvation. As long 
therefore as the Church might appear to be truly Cathelick by thoſe Currel- 
pondencies which were maintained between the ſeveral parts of it, that 
what was refuſed by one, was ſo by all ; ſo long this unanimous and un- 
contradicted ſenſe of the Catholick Church, ought to have a great ſway upon 
the Minds of ſuch who yet profeſs themſelves Members of the Catholick 
Church. From whence it follows, that ſuch Docttines may well be judged 
deſtructive to the Rule of Faith, which were ſo unanimoully condemned 
by the Catholick Church within that time. And thus much may ſuffice for 
the fiſt Enquiry, viz. What things are to be eſtee med neceſſary, either in or- 
der to Salvation, or in order to Eccleſiaſtical Communion. 

2. | hether any thing which was not neceſſary to Salvation, may by any means 
whatſoever afterwards become neceſſary, ſo that the not believing it becomes 
damnable, and unrepented deſtroys Salvation We ſuppoſe the Queſtion to 
proceed on ſuch things as could not antecedently to ſuch an Act whereby 
they now become neceſſary, be eſteemed to be ſo, either from the Matter, 
or trom any expreſs Command. For you in Terms aſſert a neceſſity of be- 
lieving diſtin from the Matter, and abſolute Command, and hath the 
Churches Definition tor its formal Object, which makes the neceſſity of our 
Faith continually to depend upon the Churches Definition ; but this 
ſtrange kind of Ambulatory Faith, I (ball now ſhew to be repugnant to 
the Deſign of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, in making known Chriſtian Religi- 
on, and to all evidence of Reaſon, and directly contrary to the plain and 
uncontradicted Senſe of the Primitive and Catholick Church. 

x. It is contrary to the deſign of Chriſt and his Apoſiles, in making known 
the Chriſtian Religion to the World. For, it the deſign of Chrilt was to 
declare whatever was neceſſary to the Salvation of Mankind, if the Apoſtles 
were ſent abroad for this very end, then either they were very unfaithſul in 
diſcharge of their truſt, or elſe they taught al/ things nece/ary for their Sal- 


vation ; and, if they did ſo, how can any thing become zeceſ/ary, which 


they did never teach? Was it not the great Promiſe concerning the Meſſzas, 
that at his coming, the Earth ſhould be full of the Knowledge of the Lord, as the 


. Vaters cover the Sea ; that then they ſhall all be taught of God? Was not this the 
* juſt expeQation of the People concerning him, That when he came he would 
.tell them all things ? Doth not he tell his Diſciples, That all things I have 
* heard of my Father, I have made known unto you £ And, for all this, is there 


ſomething (till remaining neceſſary to Salvation, which neither he, nor his 
Diſciples, did ever make known to the World? Doth not he promiſe Life 
and Salvation to all ſuch as believe and obey his Doctrine? And can any thing 
be neceſſary for eternal Life, which he never declared? Or did he only pro- 
miſe it to the Men of that Age and Generation, and leave others to the Mercy 
of the Churches Definitions? If this be ſo, we have ſad cauſe to lament our 
condition, upon whom theſe heavy loyns of the Church are fallen: How happy 
had we been, if we had lived in Chriſt's, or the Apoſiles times; for then we 


might have been ſaved, though we had never believed the Pope's Supremacy, 


or Tranſubſtantiation,or Invocation of Saints, or Worſhipping Images ; but now 
the caſe is altered ; theſe Mi/ones are now hung about our necks, and how 
we ſhall ſwim to Heaven with them, who knows? How ſtrangely miſtaken 
was our Saviour, when he ſaid, Bleſſed are they that have not ſeen, and yet 
have believed; For, much more bleſſed certainly were they, who did ſee 
him, and believe in him; for then he would undertake for their Salvation; 


but now, it ſeems, we are out of his reach, and turned over to the Mercileſs 
Infal- 
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all is yet. behind ; for: Kc Are bound to . af 
Church to be 4 lpoſtolics | 
neceſſary to ben 
you, They were Desi, the peg 
the Churches Defitition. It ſeems, laſt, the —_—_ knew chef * 2 
not undetſtand the worth of them; elſe, ng doubt, they WEREIURE 47775 5 
ble Souls, they would hays declafe them 9 World 7 2 St! P 3 8 
who was continuall yieaip loyes d.indruRiny Nen in ne: | 3 " 2" 
way to Salvation, bes av tend ry „ | 
when he ſays, He kept. backMllhin: t e 5 
therr, and taught them be hing ta he 34 
g 


Jews, and ao to the Ireeks, x epen | 1 89 8 
Jeſus Chi: What, not one word of the.necefl 5 1% 1 * 
ar, on barth,atid bigitfallie 


Nothing of the Church Rowe, nor Chriſt, car. on 

bility ? How {lily and igel Ste Paul, and the reſt of, he hte? 
ar it, if they had. | thele, 1 nevert 0 1 5 q th, 
their Mouths or Pens Foncetping them 2 And inſtead of thats g ane 
write ſo, that one that believes them oneſt, would ſwear they never 


heard of > at another a train would St. Fa. e writ... 
*% rhe 885 25 5 r OR: 4 "I" 4 8 W 5 . o 
eee . 0 


4 | Is 4 * * p ; » 3 
* * A 9 90 
* * * . 


— - . þ " * * 
Ps. 8 — = J 1 . e 


Fundamentals in General. PART I. 


" - 


_— — — - 


60 
42 Fo ie Church of Rome, if he had had but any inkling of the Chair of "Ry 
- "fabibility, being placed there? How ſoon would he bave blotted out the 
© whole 1 476 Chapter of his Epiſtle to the Corina, if he had known his 
. "Holineſs his pleaſure about ſerving God in an knkrotn Tongue s How well 
© might he have ſpared ſaying, That a Biſhop. ſhould be then Hutband of one 
Wife, it he had knon de jure divind he muſt have none at all? At 


what another rate would he have wry > of the Euchariſt, had he be- 


— ___ 


lieved Trauſubſtantiatium, Friſice of the Maß. Communion under one kind ? 
What courſe would he have taken with the Schi/matizal Corinthians, that 
x were divided like othet,Ghxrches, if he had kgown the; 1»fal/ible Judge of 
A. Controverſie ? If he had biltunderſtoodthe danger of reading Scriptures, he 
| L 7 ba ye ſpared his Exhortations to the People of theWord of God dwel- 

ing ieh I ben, and/ filled bis Epigies with Pater Noſtert, and Ave Ma- 


eye, or given good-direffions aber them. it he mult be pardoned, he 


* , - - "was ignorantor LEE things as Well as we? Only St. Paul never heard of 
+ them; and we de ot believe them . he, nor his Brethren 
= eve revealed tech te us, though theyTwete'the Stewatds of tbe Myſteries 
3 Go 5 atid they eee i is 1 ſuelb ſbould be faith- 
©” ful; which we eannot wacherſtauß bo they could be, if they knew theſe 
© deep Myſteries, but fever diſcoveredighy 543 we can learn.” But, if 


tie knew them not, {prayfrom e It Jour Church learns them? 
5, immediate Inſpiration? No, 46 batd as yOu are, you dare not challenge 
that: But whence then come youtoknaw them to be neceſſary ? infallibly 


i KEY forſaoth : But whence, comes'this Infallibit;ty ? Muſt there not be a peculiar 


* 


% 


> Revelation, to diſcover that to be necelſary, Which was never dilcovered 
d8o be ſo before ? But if diſcovered before, and declared before, the things 
were as neceſſary before your Churches Definition, as after; and therefore 
GP your Churches Definitioꝶ adds nothing of neceſſety to them. If neither diſco- 

. © *-*Ytred, nor declared, you muſt have particular Revelation for them, and then 
k Miracles, and we will believe. yon, but not otherwiſe ; but, before 
ypeoou do it, conſider what St. Paul hath ſaid concerning an Angel from Hea- 
dies Preaching another Goſpel, let him be accurſed ; and what can be more 
© 2.2, + © Preaching ol ben Gael, than making other things zeceſſary to Salvation, 


he 15, 


eg 8 than Chriſt or his Ape, did? and think then what your Church hath de- 
©, =: ferved for all Her Definitions concerning Article f of Faith; or things neceſ- 
'-.,fary to be believed in order to Salvation. But yet further you ſay, That 
theſe things were declared by the Apoſtles; but they need a further Declaration 
no *And why ſo ? Shew us the Apoſtle r Declaration, and it ſufficeth us; 
wee ia believe them one jot the more for your additional Definition. 
And it ig Mrely a fign, you did not think the Apoſtles Declaration ſufficient, 
or elſe Fon would never pretend to new ones. Perhaps you will tell us, 


— 


. 


I was totheir Age, but not to ourr? Why net, as well as the other neceſſary 
Articles of Faith contained in Scripture 21 know your Anſwer is, We can 
=" know uo neceſſary Article of Faith at all; but fi pour Church. So then, we 
have brought ali into a narrow compaſs, Aid inſtead of new Definitions 

of the Church concerning neceſſary things, we can know nothing at all to 

be neceſſary to be believed, but from your Church. This is bigb, but the 
higher it is, the better Foundation it had need ſtand on, which we ſhall 
throughly ſearch into, in the Controverſie of the reſolution of Faith: To 
which we refer it; and return. If there were once a Declaration, but ſtill 
there needs another, What is become of that Declaration? Was it loſt in its 
aſſage down to us > How then was that preſent Church Infallible, which 

oft a Declaration in Mattet of Faith? Was it neceſſary to be believed m 


. * 4 þ F 
* 
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the intermediate Age or no? If it was, then it was not loſt, and then 
what need à new Declardtipe £ If not, then a thing once neceſſary to Sal- 
vation, may be notniteſſaxyo Salyation, and become neceſſary lo Salvation 
again. But ſtill wehivecatiſe-cottivy their Happineſs, who lived in the 
Age when they might belaved without believing theſe things : For the 
caſe goes hard witk ug fe 5g tell us, Unleſs we believe them neceſſary, 
we cannot be ſaved ; and dot Gonſciences tell us, that if we did profeſs. ” 
to believe them neceſſary, wh de do not, and eatinor, we cannot be a- 


ved. What a caſe then were We in, if the were Cbriſt Nea in Hea- 


ven, as he N tobe on Eartht but it is out comfort, he is neither ſo, 
nor ſo. Thus wee ſee what Repulgnancyhere® is both to Scripture and 
Reaſon in this ſtrarige Doctrine of your Churoher” Ws 45 making things 
neceſſary th Salvation, which-were nut . Mr, 


Go 77 7 + 1 
I I (hoilld now proceed to ew How tepughttt do the ü , 


unanimous cofiſent of Ai; but i my lelfpreventedin that, by 
the late Writings of one of your own Cor en Wdityou ein believe 
bim in his Epijile Peat ne ET e 
oſt huuuble Servant, our Couptry ten Mc: Ta Whoſe whole, .» 
Book, call'd his Tabule Suff ialet, ren defigned againſt this gable ff. 
fond and abſurd Opinio; nay; he goes id dige, 4s toafſert the Opinzon e ** 
of the Pope's Perſonal Infalib;litj3motonly.tobe eee, but Ardhiche 
retical; and that the propagating of this Docht it tn its hind « moſt grieviur. 
Sin. It cannot but much rejoice ii ſee that Men of Wit and Parts be! * 
pin to diſcover the intolerable Arrbgance'ot-tyuch Pretences;,and that ſuch 3 | 
en as Dr. Holden, and Mr. Mh are in many things come ſo near ther | 
Proteſtant Principles z and that ſince theyquitthe Ph o InfaltBlity, and 
rely on Univerſal Tradition,” we are in the ſatne Reaſon and Iu - 
genuity which carried theſe Perſons thut, willicarry others, who geg 
on the ſame Principles, ſo much farther, 0 to/fe& how impoſſible it is ¾ 
make good the Points in Controverſre ee mthe Prizeiple of Uni:. 
verſal Tradition. Which the Bigots of you, Church axe ſufficientiy fenſihle * 1 


of and therefore like the May at Athens, when your Hand arent of, your 


are reſolved to hold this Infallibility wit DP? TO - Ando elena, U 2 N 


ome againſt Him for hat abs ; M8: 


finds by the proceedings of the Court of Row ox th | 
other pieces. But, this ſhoufd not have beentaken Hotte of leftvelthoul 3 
ſeem to ſee (as who doth not, that is not ſtark blind 2)-Whar growing Di: 


viſions and Ani moſities there are among yourſelves both at home: % hd in 
foreign Parts; and yet all this while the poor ily Pecple aß ted, 
that there is nothing but Diviſon out of your Church, and nating: dur 
Harmony and Muſick in it, but ſuch as is made of Diſcordi. And gt about 


+4 * 


this preſent Controverſie; for the forenamed Gentle - wes, f complriugm experimentis fide ha- 


* 


man in his Epiſtle to the preſent Pope, tells him plaig- ere /iceat, ee er en beretice- 
ly, That it 4 found true 1 fre 7 Experience, that fel 1 Yee * — 
there is no defending the Catholic Faith againſt the Sub . Fibus,” C . comicere fas fit.] aliquibus 
tilties of bis Heretical Conntrymen, without the Principle „ . 
of that Bool which was condemned i Rome. And waat Me 
thoſe Principles are, we may eaſily ſee by this Boo, which is writ in de- + 
fence of the former. Wherein he largely probes, "that the chureb hath no 
power to make New Articles of Faith, which he proves both from Scripture, 
Reaſon and Authority ; this laſt, is that T ſhall refer the Reader to him for: 


For in his ſecond Table, as he calls it, he proves from the Teſtimonies of 


_ Origen, Baſil, Chryſaſtom, Cyril, Irenens, Tertullian, Pope Stephen, Hero, Lalla . 


Ar. REPS a | 14 frag. tab. 
Tbeophylad, Auguſtitie, Vincentius Lerinenſis, and ſeveral others; nay 1 the . p.rr,&c. 
| — 5 7 ". "CVS: . 8 ö 


eſti- 


wt 


* 
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Teſtimonies; he ſays, to this purpoſe, are ſo many,” that whole Libraries 


mult be tranſctibed to produce them all. And” afterwards. more largely 
proves, That the Faith of the Church lies in \centnned ſucceſſion tigm 
the Apoſiles, both from Scripture and 1 d abundance of Church Au- 
thorities in his 4, 5, and 6 Tables : And, through the reſt'of his Book diſ- 
proves the Tofalibility of Councils and Pope, And, can you think all this 
is anſwered by an Index Expurgatorius, 11 55 publiſhing: a falſe Latin Or- 
der of the Inquiſition dt Rome, whereby Nis Books are/prohibi ted, and his 
Opinions condemnef as Hetetical;Erroneans in Faith, Rath,” Scandalous, 
Seditious, and what not 7 It ſeems then; it is grown at Jaſt.de de, that the 
Pope is fallible, and never more like to dq ſo, than 
V. exemplar ipfius Decreti- aptd Tho, Albii in this Age; for the ſame Perſon gives us this Chara- 
purgat. p. 9. ces it in hisPurgation of himſelf, to the,Cardinals 
| Eminenti * infor finio 74 en- of the Ini 790! | 4 | 
tis 8 cas Bens hy rv "the ae The preſent Age, in mbich Knowledge 
& „ TEN Colutratess i haniſbed out of the Schgals, and the Do@rines of Faith 
ex majori parte & ignaros py "aud 1. eologit, f 4 ul he judged by moſi Vi OIces 3 fell, it 
TP Tull" (oo rms; upon fo engnorgnt and arrogant Conſultors ; who, 
rat! aſſerant ſe neſcire, fins . ' 54 4 f 15 * 7 * 5 p „ 57 5 2 
Fla, Appendix® albiana ad | Purgat. Band over Read condemn thoſe Propoſitions, which upon 
lett, potter, p. 212, A. P. 1662. their Oaths, they could not tell whether they were true or 
oh: Nui. If theſe de your Proceedings at Rome, happy 
we that have nothing to do with fh _ Þafal/ble Ignorance : This is the 
Age your Religion were like to thrive in, if Ignorance were as predomi- 
nan elſewhere, as it ſeems it is at Rome. But I leave this, and return. F 
3 4. The laſt thing is, Whether ibe Church hath Power by any Propoſition or 
Definition, to make any thing become neceſſary to Salvation, and to be believed 
41 ſuch which was not ſo heſore? But this is a:ready anſwered by the fore- 
going Diſcourſe; for if the neceffity of the things to be believed, muſt 
be ſuppoſed antecedently tothe Churches Being, if that which was not be- 
fore neceſſary, cannot by any Act whatſoever afterwards become neceſſa- 
ry then it unavoidably follows, That the Church neither hath, nor can 
have any ſuch Power. Other things which relate to this, we ſhall have 
- occaſion to diſculs in following your Steps: Which having thus far clear- 

cee d this important Controverſie, I betake my feltto. _ | 
And we are highly obliged to you, for the rare Divertiſements you give 
us in your excellent way of managing Controverſies. Had my Lord of 
(antenbury been living, What am excellent entertainment would your Con- 
futation of his Book have afforded him ? But, ſince fo pleaſant a Province is 
fallen c y ſhare, I muſt learn to command my ſelf in the management 
of it, and therefore, where you preſent us with any thing which deſerves 
a ſerious Anſwer, for Truth and the Cauſes ſake, you ſhall be ſure to have 
it. In the firſt place, you charge his Lordſhip” with a Fallacy, and that 
is, becauſe, when he was to ſpeak of Fundamentals, he did not fpeak of 
P.15.n.4. that which was not Fundamental. Bat, ſay you, He turns the Difficulty, 
which only proceeded upon a Fundamentality or Neceſſity, derived from the 
formal Object, that is, from the Divine Authority revealing that Point, to the 
Material Object, that ir, to the importance of the Matter contained inthe Point 
revealed; which is a plain Fallacy, in paſſing à ſenſu formaliad materialem. 
Men ſeldom ſuſpect thoſe Faults in others, which they find not ſtrong In- 
clinations to in themſelves ; had you not been conſcious of anotorious Fal- 


lacyin this diſtinction of Formal and Material Object, as here applied by you; 


you would never have ſuſpected any ſuch Sophiſtry in his Lordſhip's Diſ- 
courſe. I pray conſider what kind of Fundamentals thoſe are, which the 


Queſtion 


6 ſaying, That their Eminencies, by 
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Queſtion proceeds on, viz. ſuch as are neceſſary to be owned as ſuch by 2d 
Churches, in order to their being true Churches, as is plain by the riſe of 
this Controverſie; for Mr. Fiſher was proving the Greek Church to be no 
true Church, and, in order to that, proves, that ſhe erred Fundamentally, for 
which he makes »ſe of this Medium; That, whatever # defined by the 
Church is Fundamental. So that the whole Proceſs of the Diſpute lies thus. 
Whatever Church is guilty of a Fundamental Errour, ceaſeth to be a true 
Church; but the Greek Church is guilty of a Fundamental Error ; ergo The 
Minor being denied, he thus proves it: If whatever # defined by the Church 
be Fundamental, then the Greek Church js guilty of a Fundamental Error, be- 
cauſe ſhe denies ſomething defined by the chasch 3 but whatever is defined by 
the Church is Fundamental; which is the thing his Lordſhip denies, and his 
Adverſary is bound to prove. So that any one who was not reſolved to 
wink as hard as you do, might eaſily ſee, the State of the Controverfie 
doth not concern what things are Fundamental, ſuppoſing Men know 
them to be ſufficiently proponnded ; but what things are fo neceſſary to be 
owned for Fundamentals, that upon the denying them, a Church ceaſeth to 
be a true Church. Yet this miſtak2, as groſs and palpable as it is, tuns through 


your whole Diſcourſe of Fundamentale, which, without it, cannot hold to- 


gether. If you will therefore prove, that, beſides ſuch things whoſe ne- 
ceſſity ariſeth from the Matter, there are other from the Formal Object, 
which all Churches are equally bound to believe, in order to their being 
true Churches, you do ſomething ; but not before. 

But we mult ſtill attend your Motions, eſpecially when they tend to- 
wards Proofs, as yours do now. For, fay you, Now I ſhew (the difficulty 
being underſtood, as it ought to be of the Formal Object, whereby Points of 
Faith are manifeſted to Chriſtians) that all Points defend by the Church as 
Matter of Faith, are Fundamental; that is, neceſſary to Salvation to be belie- 
ved, by all thoſe to whom they are ſufficiently propounded to be ſo defined by this 
Argument. Whoſoever refuſeth to believe any thing ſufficiently propounded to 
him for a Truth revealed from God, commits a Sin damnable and deſtructive 
of Salvation : But, whoſoever refuſes to believe any Point ſuffi cienily propound- 
ed to him for defined by the Church as Matter 7 Faith, refuſes to believe a 
thing ſufficiently propounded to him for a Truth revealed from God. Ergo, 


I hoſoe ver refuſes to believe any Point ſufficiently propounded to him for defined 


by the Church as Matter of Faith, commits a Sin damnable and deſtructive of 
Salvation. Before you proceed to the Proofof your Minor, (ſeveral things 
muſt here be conſidered, that we may better underſtand your meaning, 
and know what it is you intend to prove. Eſpecially what you intend 


by ſufficient Propoſition. Do you mean ſuch a Propofition as carries Evi- 


dence along with it, or not > In which caſe the very underſtanding the 
Terms, is ſufftcient Propoſition, as that, two and two make four; but, I ſup- 
poſe, you mean not this, therefore it muſt be the ſufficient aus a owned. 
ſomething which wants natural Evidence; and therefore ſomething eſie mu 
be required, beſides the propounding the thing, to make the Propoſition 
be ſaid to be ſufficient. For Sufficiency relates to ſome End; ſo that a ſuf- 
ficient Propoſition muſt be ſuch a Propoſition as is ſufficient for its End: 
Now the end of the Propoſition of Matters of Faith, is, that they may be 
believed; and therefore the ſufficiency of the Propoſition lies in the Argu- 
ments or Motives inducing Men to believe. Now the Object: of Faith be- 
ing of a different nature, the Sufficiewcy of the Propoſition muſt be taken from 
a reſpeCt to them: For in things which are ſo clearly revealed, as neceſſa- 
ry to Salvation, that none who acknowledge the Scripture to be God's IVord, 
can 
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Queſtion proceeds on, vis. ſuch as are neceſſary to de oed as ſuch by al/ 
Churches, in order to their being true Charches, as is plain by the rife of 
this Controverſie for Mr. Fiſber was proving the Greek Church to be o 
true Church, and, in order to that, proves, that ſhe erred Fuudamentally, for 
which he makes »ſe of this Medium 5 That, whatever defned by the 
Church is Fundamental. So that the whole Proceſs of the Diſpute lies thus. 
Whatever Church is guilty of a Fundamental Errour, ceaſeth to be a tue 
Church but the Greek Church is guilty of a Fu ,i,j4̃ for; ergo The 
Minor being denied, he thus proves it: If whatever # defined by the Church 
be Fundamental, then the Greek Church 5s guilty of a Fundamental Error, be- 
cauſe ſbe denies ſomething defined by the Chu#ch y but whatever i defined by 
the Church is Fundamental ; which is the thing his Lordſhip detiies, and his 
Adverſary is bound to prove. So that any one who. was not reſolved to 
wink as hard as you do, might eaſily ſee; the State of the Controve rſie 
doth not concern what things are Fundamental, ſuppoſing Men khow 
them to be ſuffeciently proponnded ; but what thin 

owned for Funda mentalt, that upon the denying hem a Church ceaſeth to 
be a true Church. Vet this miſtake, as groſs and palpable às it is, tuns through 
your whole Diſcourſe of Fundamentals, which, without it, cannot hold to- 
gether. If you will therefore prove, that, beſides ſuch things whofe ne- 
ceſſity ariſeth from the Matter, there are other from the Formal Object, 
which all Churches are equally bound to believe, in order to their being 

true Churches, you do ſomething z but not before. 

But we muſt ſtill attend your Motions, nr; when they tend to- 
wards Proofs, as yours do now. For, fay you, Now I ſhew (the difficulty 
| being underſtood, as it ought to be of the Formal Object, whereby Points 
Faith are manifeſted to Chriftians) that all Points defined by the Church as 
Matter of Faith, are Fundamental; that is, neceſſary to Salvation to be belie- 
ved, by all thoſe to whom they are ſufficiently propounded to be ſo defined by this 
Argument. Whoſoever refuſeth to believe any thing ſufficiently propounded to 
him for a Truth revealed from God, commits a Sin damnable and deſtructive 
of Salvation : But, whoſoever refuſes to believe any Point ſufficiently propound- 
ed to him for defined by the Church as Matter 7 Faith, refuſes to believe a 
thing ſufficiently propounded to him for a Truth revealed from God. Ergo, 
Whoſoever refuſes to believe any Point ſufficiently propounded to him for defined 


by the Church as Matter of Faith, commits a Sin dantnable and deſtructive of 


Salvation. Before you proceed to the Proofof your Minor, ſeveral things 
muſt here be conſidered, that we may better underſtand your meaning, 
and know what it is you intend to prove. Eſpecially what you intend 
by ſafficient Propoſttion. Do you mean ſuch a Propoſition as carries Evi- 
dence along with it, or not? In which caſe the very underſtanding the 
Terms, is ſuff:cient Propoſetion, as that, two and two make four; but, I ſup- 
poſe, you mean not this, therefore it muſt be the ſuffecient' Pro ee 
ſomething which wants natural Evidence ; and therefore fonterhingel ſe mu 

be required, beſides the propounding the thing, to make the Propoſition 
be ſaid. to be ſufficient. For Sufficieney relates to ſome End; ſo that a ſuf- 
ficient Propoſition muſt be ſuch- a Propoſition as is ſufficient for its End: 


Now the end of the Propoſition of Matters of Faith, is, that they may be 


believed ; and therefore the ſufficiency of rhe Propoſition lies in the Argu- 
ments or Motives inducing Men to believe. Now the Obje&s of Faith be- 
ing of a different nature, the Sufficiewey of the Propoſition muſt be taken from 
a reſpect to them: For in things which are ſo clearly revealed, as neceſſa- 
ry to Salvation, that none who acknowledge the Scripture to be God's Word, 
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can doubt bur ſuch. things are neceſſary ; in this caſe the Sufficient y of the 
Propoſition lies in the Evidence of Divine Revelation, and the clearneſs of 
it to all Underſtandings whe conſider it, and the Reaſons or Motives of 


Faith in that caſe, are the ſame with thoſe which induce Men to believe, 


that the Scripture it ſelf is from Divine Revelation. But there being other 
things in Scripture, which neither appear ſo clear, or ſo neceſſary to be be- 
lieved by all, ſomething elſe is required in order to a ſufficient Propoſition of 
them, and in order to the making any of theſe things univerſally obligato- 
ry to Chriſtians on pain of Damnation, for not believing them, theſe th: 

are neceſſary. 1. It muſt be uch clearer than the thing which is propound. 
ed to be believed on the account of it ; for, to propound a thing to be be- 
lieved by ſomething at leaſt as diſputable as the matter it ſelf, cannot cer- 
tainly be called a ſufficient Propoſition. 2. It mult be antecedemtly proved to 
be a true and certain Propoſition, before any thing can be believed on the 
account of it. For, if Men cannot ſee any reaſon to believe that there is 
any neceſſary Connexion between that which you call a ſufficient Propoſiti- 
on, and any Matter of Faith ; they cannot be guilty of any Sin at all in not 
believing what you think is ſufficiently propounded. But, in' this caſe, it 
is not your judgment, what OP is ſufficient that makes it ſo, but 
the Reaſon of the Thing, and the 

way to reveal his Will to Men, and that what is ſo propounded is neceſ- 
ſary to be believed. As for inſtance, ſuppoſe you were told by the Greek 


Church, that to believe the Pope's Supremacy, jure divino, were a damnable 


Sin, and that whoſoever did not believe this being ſufficiently propounded 
to them as a Matter of Faith, as defined by the Church, were guilty of a 
Sin deſtructive to Salvation, what anſwer would you return in this caſe ? 
Would you not ſay, That the e ns though judged ſufficient by them, 
is not judged ſo by you; and that they muſt firſt prove, that whatever their 
Church defines as a Matter of Faith, is to be believed for ſuch, before the 
other can be believed on the account of it? Juſt the ſame Anſwer we re- 
turn to you; prove firſt of all to us in a clear and evident manner, that 
God hath appointed the Definition of your Church, as the means whereby 
we may be infallibly aſſured, what is Matter of Faith, and what not; and 
then we may grant, that what your Church propounds as a Matter of Faith, 
is ſufficiently propounded as a Matter revealed from God, but not before. 
For, while I ſee no reaſon to believe the Charches Propoſition to be ſuffici- 
ent, | have no reaſon to believe, that what ſhe propounds, as defined for 
Matter of Faith, is truly ſo: And, as long as I can ſee no reaſon to believe 
it, prove the disbelief of it to bea Sin in me when you can. Thus we ſee 
how far from being evident that Major of yours is, though you are plea» 
ſed to tell us, it is ſo; but we do not believe your Defining it to be ſo, 
to be any Matter of Faith, unleſs we had better reaſon for it than we 
have. For, ſay you, To refuſe to believe God's Revelation, is either to give 
God the Lye, or to doubt whether he ſpeak Truth or no? But, have you ſo lit- 
tle wit, as not to diſtinguiſh between not believing God's Revelation, and 
not believing what is propounded for God's Revelation Muſt every one, 
who doth not believe every thing that is propounded for God's Revelati- 
on, preſently give God the Lye, and doubt whether he ſpeak Truth or no? And 
are not you then guilty of that fault every time a Qualer or Pg tells 
you, That the Spirit of God within bim told him this and that? But you 
ſaid, Sufficiently propounded. But the Queſtion is, What ſufficient Propo- 
ſition is, and who muſt be Judge whether the Propoſition be ſufficient or 


no, you, or the Conſcience of the Perſon to whom the thing is propoſed 
| | to 


vidence that God hath appointed that 
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do notwithſtanding queſtion the truth of it, he doth incerpretatively call 
God's Veracity into queſtion z but not he certainly who. thinks not Ger. 
Feracity ar all, concerned in hat which you cal a ſufficient Propoſition; but 
e eee 
Let us no ſee, how you pgpve-your A ſunption, which is very fairly 


done from a Suppoſition whichebis Lordſhip denies 3 which. ia, That Senfft . 3 


Council cannot err. But, ay you, he adds, Tha though he ſboald grant it, 
this < with bim, all Points.even ſo defined were Fund a- 
mentals. I grant, thoſe are his Words, and his Reaſons follow them. For, 


DeduiFions are not and native Principles; nor. are Superſtru@ures, 


| Foundations; That whichis 4 Fonndation for all, cannot he one and another to 


rent Chriſtians, in regard of it ſelf z for then it could be no common Rule 
N 5 nor could the Souls reſt upon a ſhaking Foundation, No, if it be 
« true Foundation, it muſt be common to all, and firm under all; in which ſenſe 
the Articles of Chriftian Faith are Fundamental. What now do you prove 
to deſtroy this > You very ſixEnuouſly prove, That if Men believe, a Gene 
ral Council cannot err, they believe. it cannot err ſo far, and no further than it 
cannot err. But, if you mean any thing further, your meaning is better 
a0 your proof: For when gou would prove that to disbelieve the Churches 
finition, is to disbelieve God's Revelation ; and in order to that confound 
the Church and General Conncils together, ang from the General Conncil s 
#ot erring, infer the former Propoſition, becevſe, what is teſtified by the 
Church, is teſtified by an Authority that cannot | you do not conſider, that 
all this while you prove nothing againſt, his Lord hip, unleſs you firſt 
prove, that whatever is teſtified to be revealed from G, is preſently Fun- 


damental to all Churches and Chriſtians, which his Lordſhiputterly denies, 


ion ſufficient, 


* 
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by diſtinguiſhing even things which may be teſtified to be revealed from 


God, into ſuch things as are common to all Chriſtians to be believed 


them, and ſuch things as vary according to the different reſpects of Chri- 


ſtians. But yet further, I add, that taking Fundamentals in your ſenſe, you 
prove not the thing you intended, but only to ſuch as do acknowledge, 
and as far as they do acknowledge, that General Coumcilt cannot err. For, 
they who acknowledge them infallible only in Fundamentals, do not judge 
any thing Fundamental by their Decißon, but judge their Deciſons infalli- 
ble, ſo long as they hold to Fundamentals ;; and. ſo (forall that I can ſee) 
leave themſelves Judges, when General Councils are infallible, and when not: 


And therefore if they go about to teſtifie any thing as revealed from God, 


which is not Fundamental, they do not believe that their Teſtimony can- 
not err, and ſo are not bound to believe that it is from God. They who 


believe General Councils abſolutely 1 Ido verily think do be- 
t 


lieve General Councils infallible in ſar; for that is the ſub- 
ſtance of all you lay 


| Hut, what that js to thoſe, who neither do, 
nor can ſee any reaſon to del 


25 revealed from God, I neither do, nor can poſſibly underſtand. And, 
if you hope ſuch kind of Arguments can Ke aur ingenuons Reader, 
you ſuppoſe him a good natur d Man in t Greek ſenſe of the Phraſe. _ 


But all of a ſudden, we find you in a very generous ſtrain, and are con- 
tented to take Fundamentals for Fundamentals. (which is a huge Conceſ- 


ſion, and his Lordſhip, were he living, would t 
from you.) Tet to deal freely with the Biſhop 0 


ieve them infilſible in all they ſay or teſtifie 


ake it for a fingular favour. - 
u ſay yon) even tag Fun- 
damentals in a general way (as it ought to be taken only here) for 4 f hing 
belonging to the Foundation of Religion (and it is a ſtrange Wan 
3 | | 0 whi 
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Ny, and therefore no Fundumental of "Religion 
conntof her Infellihilty, and therefore mii believe all eualh 3 4 fo, "wha 
ever is propoumdei by the Church, is to be believed as Fundanrental This yoo 
cannot deny tobe the force and ſtrength'of your verboſe, and coriftiſed way 
of arguing. And therefore I give. yon a fort Anſwer, That I atterly de- 


ny the Ar of any Church, to be in any thing the Foxndation of Di. 
d iz 


vue and Infallible Faith ; as you will find it abundantly proved in the pro- 
per place for it, in the Controverſie of the Reſolution I Faith, Where it 
will be largely diſcuſſed, in what ſenſe Faith may be ſaid to be Divine 


and Tyfallible, what the proper Grounds and Reaſons of our believing are, 


and how much you tmpoſe upon the World, in pretending that the Reſo- 
tution of Faith, is into the Catholick Churches Infaibility ; whereby it will 
pear to be far from a Fundamental Error, not to believe on the Churches 
afallibitity, and that he who denies it, will have no reaſon to call into 
Queſtion the Carr of Scriptare, or the Foundations of all Religion. But, 
that you rather, by theſe abſurd and unreaſonable Pretences of yours, have 
done yottr utmoſt to ſhake the true Foundations of Religion, and advance 
nothing but Srepticiſi, not to ſay Atheiſas in the World: Theſe things 1 
take upon me to make good in their proper place, and therefore ſhall not 
enter the diſcuſſion of them here: But ſince, this is the main, and, in truth, 
the only Foundation of your Doctrine of Findamentals, the Vanity, Fal- 
ſhood and Abſurdity of it, cannot be ſufficiently underſtood, till we have 
gone through the Account of the Ground? of Faith. _ CEO ON ev 


If St. Auguſtine make ſome” no Catholick Chriſtians, for holding eee | 
ſome things of nd great moment in his Book of Hereſies ;'it was, becau 


ſe by Ca- 
tholick Chriſtians he underſtood all ſuch, and only ſuch, as were the Mem- 
bers of the ſound and Orthodox Church, in oppoſition to all kind of yrre- 
ceſſary ſeparation from it upon matters of ſmall moment, and not becauſe 
he believed the Churches Tefal - in defining all Matters of Faith; and 
that all ſuch things were ſo gebe which Men are called Heretſchs for 
denying of: 'Unlefs you will ſuppole, it was ever infallibly defined, that 
there were no Anti podle; for ſome were acconnted Hereticks for believing. 
them; and that by ſuch whom you account greater than St. Auſtin, But, for 
St. Aoſtin, how far it was from his meaning, to have all thoſe accounted 
Fundamt uta! Errors, which he recotmts in his Book of Hereſes, appears 
not only from the multitude of particulars mentioned in it, which no one 
in his ſenſes can acknowledge Fundamemal, or declared by the Church as ze- 
ceſſary to he believed by all, but from his declared ſoggy go deſign in the 
Preface to that Book, wherein it appears, he was deſired not only to write 
the greater Errors concerning Fa#th, the Trinity, Baptiſm, Repentance, Chriſt, 
the ReſarreFon, the Old and New Teſtament, Sed omnia omnino qui bus d ve- 


ritate diſſentinnt, i. e. all kind of Errors whatſoever ; and do you think 


that there could then be no Error, but it maſt be againſt ſomething then 
defined by the Church us nereſſary to Salvation 2jltf not, then all Truths were 
then def ned by the Church, and conſequently there could be no new Defini- 
tions ever ſince 3 if there might, then thoſe Errors mentioned by St. Auſtin, 
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CHAP. II. / Fundamental. in General. 
were not abont Matters neceſſary to be believed ; and ſo St. ; Boo 
of Hereſies makes nothing for you; but very much againſt you, conſidet- 
ing that in all chat Black Liſt of Herericks, there are none brought in for 
denying thoſe grand Fundamentals of your Church, the Pope's Supremacy, 
your Churches InfallibHity, nor any of that new brood of weceſſary Articles, 
which were ſo prudently batcht by the Conmeci! of Trent. But if St. Avitin 
do you no good, you hope St. Gregory Nezienzen may, becauſe he ſaith, 
That nothing can be more perillous than thoſe Hereticks, - who with a drop of 
Poiſon do inſecł our Lord's fincere Faith, Therefore all things defined by the 
Church are Fundamental. What an excellent Art this Logick is, that can 


fetch out of things that which was never in them! What a rare Conſe- 


Church, is Fundamental : But it may be, the ſtrength lies in the drop of Poz- 


ſon, as though St. Gregory thought a drop of Poiſon as dangerous as a whole 


Doſe of it, But, were I your Phyſciam, inſtead of the leaſt drop of Poiſon, I 
ſbould preſcribe you good ſtore of Hel/ebore, and ſhould hope to ſee the 
effect of it, in making better Conſequences than theſe 2. But to ſee yet 
farther, the ſtrange effects that Logick hath upon ſome z for, ſay you, 


in the Proſecution of your Proof, that all things defined by the ch 


are Fundamental. Hence it , that Chriſt our Saviour ſaith, Matth. 8. 17. 
be will not hear the Church, let bim be to thee 4 Heathen and a Public 
The Argument in form runs thus; Whoſoever deſerves Excommunicati- 
on, is guilty of a Fundamental Error; but he that will not hear the 
Church, deſerves Excommunication ; ergo, Or elſe there may be more in 
it than ſo. For, no doubt, the Heatherns aud Publicans as ſuch, were 
guilty of Fundamental Errors ; therefore they who will not hear the 
Church, are guilty of as Fundamental Errors as Heathers and Publicans. 
But, before you urge us any more with this dreadful Argument, I pray 
tell us, What chat Church is which our Saviour ſpeaks of; what the caſes 
are, wherein the Church is to be heard; what the full importance is, of 
being as a Heather and Publican ; and you muſt prove this Charch to be un- 
derſtood in your ſenſe of the Catholick Church, and that this Church hath 
hereby Power to define Matters of Faith, and that none can poſſibly in any 
other ſenſe be accounted as Heathens and Publicans, but as guilty of as 
Fundamental Errors as they were. | "a. 
Your next Objection concerning giving God and the Church the Lye, and 
preferring and oppoſing a Man's private judgment and Will before and againſt 
the Judgment and Will of God and the Church, if Mex deny or doubt of any 
thing made known by the Church to be a Truth revealed by God; ſignifies no- 
thing at all, unleſs it be antecedently proved, that the Church can never 
err in declaring any thing to be a Truth revealed by God, which none, 
who know what you mean by the Church, will eaſily aſſent to, till you 
have attempted a further Proof of it, than yet we find. And, although 
the queſtioning Divine Veracity be deſtru@ive to that which you call Super- 
natural Faith, yet IJ hope it is poſlible to believe God to be true, and yet 
that all Mer are lars, or that there is no ſuch inſeparable Connexion be- 
tween God's Veracity, and the preſent Declarations of any Church, but that 
one may heartily aſſent to the former, and yet queſtion the truth of the 
latter. If you think otherwiſe, ſhew your Pity to the Weakneſs of our 
Underſtandings, by ſomething that may look like a proof of it, which we 
are ſtill much to ſeek for. | h 
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"Bur, your greateſt ſtrength, Hke Sempſos's, ſeems: to lie there where one 


p- 1% world leaſt ſuſpe it, viz. in Athanaſius his Creed. For thus you go on, 


Wherefore it is ſaid in St. Athanaſius his Creed (which js approved in the 
thirty nine Articles of the pretended Engliſh Church) that, Whoſoever will be 
ſaved, it is neceſſary that he hold the Cathelick Faith=—which unleſs every 
one hold whole and inviolate, without doubt he ſhall periſh for ever : Neither 
tan the Biſhop reply, That all Points expreſſed therein are Fundamental in hi. 
Senſe ; for (to omit the Article of our Saviour s Deſcent into Hell) he menti- 
ons expreſly the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Father and the Son, 
which his Loden bath denied to be a Fundamental Point, as we ſaw in the 
former Chapter. But, the better to comprehend the Force of this Argument, 
we mult firſt conſider what it is you intend to prove by it, and in 
what way and manner you prove it from this Creed. The matter which 
you are to prove, is, that all things defined by the Church are Fundamen- 
tal, i. e. in your Senſe zeceſſary to Salvation; and, that the ground why 
ſuch things, whoſe matter is not neceſſary, do become neceſſary, is, be- 
cauſe the Church declares them to be revealed by God z now, in order to 
this, you inſiſt upon the Creed, commonly call'd Athanaſius his, wherein 
ſome things, acknowledged not to be Fundamental in the matter, are yet 


ſaid to be weceſſary to Salvation, and that this is owned by the Church of 


England. This is the ſubſtance of the Argument, which being reſolved in- 
to its parts, will conſiſt of theſe Propoſitions. 1. That ſome things own- 
ed not to be Fundamental in the Matter, are yet acknowledged in the 
Creed of Athanaſius, to be neceſſary to Salvation. - 2, That the reaſon why 
theſe things do become weceſſary, is, becauſe the Church hath defined them 
to be ſo. 3. That this is acknowledged by the Church of England. And 
therefore, by parity of Reaſon, whatever is defined by the Church, muſt 
be neceſſary to Salvation. But every one of theſe Propoſitions being ambi- 
guous, the clear ſtating of them will be the beſt way of ſolving the Diff- 
culty, which ſeems to lie in the preſent Argument. And the main Ambigu- 


ity lies in the meaning of that zeceſſzty-to Salvation, which is implied in 


the Athanaſian Creed, as to the Articles therein contained; for, there be- 
ing different Grounds and Reaſons upon which things may be ſuppoſed 
ueceſſary, there can be no juſt Conſequence made from the general owning 
a neceſſity of the Belief of ſome things, tothe making thoſe things neceſſa- 
ry to be believed upon one particular account of it, For the weceſſzty of 
believing things to Salvation, may ariſe from one of theſe three Grounds, 


1. The Suppoſition, that the Matter to be believed is in it ſelf neceſſary,” this 


makes it zeceſ/ary to all thoſe Perſons who are of that Perſwalion 3 and 
on this Ground it is plain, that the main Articles of the Athanaſiar Creed 
are generally ſuppoſed neceſſary, viz. thoſe concerning the Trinity in Uni- 
ty, the Incarnation, Reſurrection, and Eternal Life, &c. Now thele being 
ſuppoſed to be neceſſary from the Matter, any Church may own them under 
this degree of neceſſity, in that expreſſion uſed in ſeveral places of the Atha- 


naſian Creed, Whoſoever will be ſaved, it js. neceſſary that he hold the Catholick, 


Faith. which Catholic Faith is, &c. But then we are to conſider, that 
this is only a Declaration of the ſenſe of that Church, what things ſhe owns 
as neceſſary, and what not. And this Declaration doth not oblige the Con- 
ſcience of particular Perſons any further, than as the Articles of that Church 
are required.to be owned as the Conditions of Communion with her, 3. e. 
where the degree of neceſſity is not declared, nor expreſly owned by a 
Church, bur left ingeneral Terms; no Man is bound to believe the things 


judged as neceſſary, with any particular kind of neceſſity excluſive of —_— 
| u 
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CHAP, 11. Of Fundamentals in General. 
but only that the Church in General — uſe that Creed ſuppoſed neceſſary, 
and that the Uſe of that Creed is a lawful Condition of that Churches: Com- 

munion. 2. The belief of a thing may be ſuppoſed neceſſary, becauſe of the 

clear Conviction of Men's Underſtandings, that though the Matters be not 
in themſelves neceſſary, yet being revealed by God, they mult be explicitly 
believed; but then the #eceſſzty of this Belief doth extend no further than 
the clearneſ of that Conviction doth. As, ſuppoſe it inſerted into a 
Creed, that the Article of the Deſcent maſt be underſtood according to 
the ſenſe of the Scriptures, this doth oblige no Man to any further neceſſity 
of belief of the ſenſe of the Article, than he is convinced, that it is the 
ſenſe of the Scriptures : And the caſe is the ſame, when the Article is ex- 
prefſed only in general Terms, which are known to be capable of very 
different ſenſes, when none of which are expreſſed, no particular ſenſe 
can be (aid to be meceſſary to Salvation, to particular Perſons, but only 
that ſenſe in general, which all muſt agree in who own it, and the parti- 
culars are left to the Convi#ions of Men's Underſtandings upon the uſe 
of the beſt Means of Satisfaction. So that he that believes fufty that the 
meaning of this Article from Scripture, is, that Chriſts Soul did local- 
ly deſcend to Hell, it is neceflary for him to believe ſo, upon ſuch Con- 
viction ; but he that ſees no more neceſſary to be believed by it, but that 

' Chriſt's Soul was, during his Body's lying in the Grave, in a State of Separa- 
tion from it ; how can you prove it neceſſary to Salvation for him to be- 
lieve any more than this? And the caſe is the ſame as to all Modes of Ex- 
iftence, and particular Explications of Articles in themſelves owned, as 
of the different Subſſtences in the Trinity, the manner of the Hypoſtatical 
Union of the two Natures in Chriſt's Perſon, ſuppoſing the Doctrines them- 
ſelves believed, what reaſon can there be to aſſert it neceſſary to Salva- 

tion to all Perſons, to believe them under ſuch a ſenſe, if the Article 
may be it ſelf believed without it, any further thanas things under thoſe 
explications, are manifeſted to ſuch Perſons to be neceſſary to be believed? 
As Leo 3. defined in the Article of the Holy Ghoſts Proreſſuon from the Son, 
To ſuch, who by reaſon of capacity and apprehenſion, could attain to the 
knowledge of it, it was neceſſary to be believed; but not by others; as ap- 
pears in our former Diſcourſe on that Subject. Therefore from hence we 
{ee another account, why things may become neceſſary to be believed and 
owned as ſuch, beſides the Matter and the Churches Definition. Theſe 
things may be ſaid to be neceſſary to be believed by ſuch, who believe the 
Churches Propoſition to be ſufficient, though it be not; as, ſuppoſe any 
Member of the Greek Church ſhould believe their Church infallible, it is 
neceſſary, for ſuch a one to believe whatever is propounded by that 
Church, though you ſuppoſe that judgment of his to be falſe init ſelf, be- 
cauſe you ſay, the Greek Church is not infallible. So that from hence it 
appears, that the neceſſity ariſing from the Churches Definition, doth de- 
pend upon the Conviction, that whatever the Church defines, is neceſſary 
to be believed. And, where that is ndt received as an antecedent Princi- 
ple, the other cannot be ſuppoſed. By this opening the ſeveral Grounds 
of Neceſſity, your difficulty concerning the Atbanaſian Creed comes to no- 
thing : For granting, that the Church of England doth ownand approve 
the Creed, going under the name of Athanaſius, and ſuppoſing that her 
Uſe of the Creed, doth extend to the owning of thoſe Expreſſions, which 
import the neceſſity of believing the things therein contained in order to 
Salvation yet this doth not reach to your purpoſe, unleſs you prove that 
the Church of England doth own that neceſſity purely on the account of the 
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Churches Definition of thoſe things which are not Fundamental, which it is 
very unreaſonable to imagine; it being directly contrary to her {ſenſe in 
her nineteenth and tweatieth Articles. And thence, that ſuppoſed zeceſſzes 
of the belief of the Articles of the Arhanaſian Creed, mult, according to the 
ſenſe of the Church of England, be reſolved either into the neceſſzty of the Ma. 
ters, or into that neceſſity which ſuppoſeth clear Convictions, that the things 
therein contained are of Divine Revelation. From hence then it cannot 
at all follow, becauſe the Chureb of Exgland owns the Creed of Athanaſius, 
therefore all things defined by the Church are, eo nomine, neceſſary to Salva- 
tion. Other particulars concerning that Creed, as to its Antiquity and Au- 
thority, we may have occaſion afterwards more at large to diſcuſs ; it ſuffi. 
ceth now, that nothing is thence produced pertinent to the preſent Con- 
troverſie. 


His LEES in the progreſs of this Diſcourſe, takes away that ſlight 
and poor Evaſio 


n, That the Declaration of the Church makes 2 thing Funda 
mental, quoad nos, becauſe that no reſpe to us can vary the Foundation. 
And that the Churches Declaration can bind us only to Peace and external Obe- 
dience, where there is nat expreſs Letter of Scripture and Senſe agreed on : But 
it camnot make any thing Fundamental to ws, that is not ſo in its own nature : 


For, faith he, if the Church can ſo add, that it can by a Declaration make a thing 


to be Fundamental in the Faith that was not, then it can take a thing away from 
this Foundation, and make it by declaring not to be Fundamental, which al 
Men grant no Power of the Church can do. For the power of adding any thing 
contrary, and of detratting any thing neceſſary, are alike forbidden, and alike 


denied. Now, you ſay, That all this is ſatisfied by the foreſaid diſtinction, of 


material and formal Object ; and you defire the Reader to carry along with 
him this diſtinction of objectum materiale & formale, materia atteſtata ; 
& authoritas atteſtantis, and he will eaſily diſcover the Fallacies of his Lord- 
ſhip's Diſcourſe, in this main Point of Controverſie, and ſolve all his Difficul- 
ties ſupported by them. No doubt, an excellent Amulet to preſerve from the 


Infection of Reaſon | But it is your great Miſhap, that where you commend 


it ſo much, it doth you ſo little ſervice : For, let your diſtinction of 

mal and material ObjeF, be ſuppoſed as ſound and good, as I have ſhew- 
ed it in your ſenſe, to be falſe and fallacious; yet it doth not reach that 
part of his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe, which you apply it to. For, ſtill his Rea- 
{on is concluſive, though the neceſſity only be ſuppoſed to ariſe from the 
Churches Authority, yet if it be in the power of the Church, to make any 
thing neceſſary which was not, why may it not be equally in her power to 
make ſomething not neceſſary which was? For, either the grounds of the 
neceſſity of things to Salvation, doth depend on the Doctrine of the Go- 
ſpel, as at firſt declared to the World, or it doth not. If it doth, then it is 
not in the Churches Power to make any thing neceflary, which was not 
made neceflary by it; if it doth not, then the Church may as well pretend 
to a power to make ſomething not neceſſary, which was; as to make ſome- 
thing neceſſary, which was not. So that your Diſtinction of Formal and 
Material Object, fignifies nothing at all here, only this obſervable, that 
yon make the Churches Definition to be the Formal Objed of Faith here 
which you very ſolemnly contradi& afterwards. (Cap. 5. H. 4.) And 
can any thing be more evident from this Diſcourſe of yours, than that 
you make the laſt reſolution of Faith, as to the neceſſity of things to be be- 
lieved into the Churches Definition, as its Formal Object? But this diſtincti 
on with the grounds of it being removed in our former Diſcourſe, I ſhall 


eaſe my ſelf and the Reader of any further labour in examining "our fol- 
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bpioſe tbe Doctrine clearly contained in Scripture,' or generally received by the 
_ 4 , Church, yet you tell us not, what the meaſures are, whereby we ought to 
judge what things are thus clearly contained in Scripture, or univerſally 
received z, whether the Churches judgment mult be taken, or every Man's 
own. judgment: If the former, the ground of Hereſie lies ſtill in the Churches 
Definition, contrary to what Scotus affirms ; if the latter, then no on can 

be an Heretic, but he that oppoſeth that which he is or may be con- 
vinced, is clearly contained in Scripture, ot generally geceived by the 
Church. If that which he is convinced, then no Man is an Heretic, but he 

that goes againſt his preſent judgment, and fo there will be few Here 
ticks in the World; If that which he may be convinced of, it muſt be un- 
derſtood either in his own judgment, or yours 4 if in his own judgment, 
then a Heretic is one who aſſents to things raſbly, without uſing means 


to inform himſelf: If in yours, why may not he ſay, You may as well be 


convinced of the truth of that which he believes, as he be convinced of the 
truth of that which you believe; and ſo you may be a Heretick to him by 
the ſame reaſon that he is to you. But you ſay. further, that there are w 

things, which in themſelves are Matters of Faith ; yet ſo obſcure, in relation, 


rch, we are not Hereticks, though we ſhould either doubt of them, or deny 
them ; berauſe, as yet, there appears no ſuſſicient reaſon that can oblige us to be- 
lieve them ;; although, after he Definition of the Church, we ought as well to be- 
lieue them as any other, But it is impoſſible to underſtand how there can be 

ſach, things which Men might ſafely not believe, but upon the Definition 

of the Church they are bound to believe them neceſſarily, unleſs it be clear 

to them, that the Church hath power to make obſcure things plain, and 
unneceſſary things to become neceſſary. . For, ſuppoſe one of theſe obſcure 
things be this very Power of the Church in defining (uch things, while this 
remains ſo obſcure, you tell me I may not doubt or 1 it without He- 
reſie, and while I do ſo, I may certainly doubt or disbelieve all ſhe declares, 
But, by what means ſhall this thing become clear? Muſt it be by the Church- 

es defining it > But that very Power of defining, is the thing in queſtion, 

and therefore cannot be cleared by it. And if there be any thing then ſo ob- 
ſcure, that Men may without Sin doubt of it, or disbelieve it, certainly the 
Churches Power in defining Matters of Faith, is ſuch; it being not capable by 

any Act of the Church, of being made ſo clear, as to oblige Men to believe it. 

But we muſt ſee how his Lordfoip bath wronged the Teſtimony of Sco- 

tus : For firſt, ſay you, He would perſwade his Reader, that this Author ſup- 
poſed à real difference between the Ancient Greek and Latin Fathers, about 

the. Proceſſion of the Haly Ghoſt ; whereas Scotus declares, that there was no real 
difference. between them: But doth his Lord ſhip ſay, there was ? Doth he 

not expreſly cite Scotus his Teſtimony in an hypothetical manner ; If there 

x be à true real difference, &. and it is evident from Scotas his words, that he 
; ſuppoſeth, Ftbe difference had been real, that either the 


* 


Pateres utiq; tandem, ipſam contrarleta- Greeks or Latins were truly Hereticks. And therefore 


e Cra, A you are guilty of a much greater Injury to his Lord- 


mee ver? Zeretic, Scotus, Diſt. 12. ſhip than he was to Scores. Again, you ſay, He wrongs 
L1G te #2 | bins, in ſajing, That after the Churches Definition, it be- 
comes of the ſubſtance of Faith. Now, ſay you, Scotus hath not one word of the 
Subſtance of Faith, much leſs of Fundamental, which he impoſes preſently _ 

bim, but ſays only thus, Ex quo Eccleſia declavarit hoc eſſe tenendum, &c. 
tenendum eſt, quod Spiritus Sanctus procedat ab utroque, Since the 

Church hath ſo declared, 4 it muſt be held. Sure you never expect to be be- 


lieved, 


4 ecially to unlearned and particular Perſons, that before the Decree of the 
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ſieved, but by a very implicit Faith; for if one doth but offer to ſearch = 


an Author, your:Jugling becomes notorious. Had you the confidence to 

ſay, That Scotww has not one word of the Subſtancerof Faith ; I pray who 

made that &. for you in the Sentence) If you did it your fell. you 4. 

buſe your Readers if another did it for you, he ab»ſed you: For that ve- 

ry Se. leaves out thoſe words, fent-de ſubſtantfe fidei, and try if you can 

render that otherwiſe, - than as of the Subſtance, of 77 

Faith; to manifeſt your Forgery, the whole place is r f St de ij n 

cited in the Margin. Is this your Fidelity in quoting juftunis files, fie puter crit. de u. 

Authors, even when you charge others with wrong- THis n eſt 

ing them? It may be you will ſay yet, 'That/Seotns Fes . 4. 

dot h not ſay, it is to be held, ſicut de ſubſtantia det, 0 

though it be declared by the Church to be ſo held] Bat what means then 

the ex quo, if Men's Faith muſt not be guided by the Chur gration 

For if it be therefore to be believed neceſſarily, becauſe declared by the 

Church, it muſt be believed as it is declared by the Church: It therefore 

the Church declares that it is to be held as of the Subſtance of Faith, it 

ought to be held ſo by ſuch as are bound to believe it on the Churches De- 

claration. Beſides, you will not ſay, but that it was to be believed before; 

now, what alteration is cauſed by the Declaration of the Church, but this, 

That which was before to be believed fimply and in it (elf, is no to be 

believed on the account of the Churches Declaration; as of the Subſtance 

of Faith. And thus it is impoſſible to relieve your ſelf, with your old 

Shift of Material and formal Obe, which you betake your ſelf to. Thus 

{till we fee you are that moſt unhappy Perſon, who never begin a Charge 

againſt your Adverſary, but it falls back moſt unevitably upon your ſelf, 

who ſo readily make uſe of Forgeries, to prove others guilty of them. | 
Upon Seæotus his mentioning the Churches Declaratiom, his Lordſbip en- 6. 1j. 

quires, What this Declaration is, and how far it extends. For which, his F. 31. u. 7. 

Lordſhip faith, Ihe Maſter teacheth, and his Scholars too, that every thing 

which belongs to the 35 or Declaration of another, intus eſt, 4s 0: 

another contrary thing, but Is contained within the bowels and nature of that 

which is interpreted From which, if the Declaration depart, it is faulty and 

erroneous, becauſe, inſtead of declaring, it gives another and contrary ſenſe. 

Therefore when the Church declares any thing in-Conncil,” either that which ſhe 

declares was intus or extra; in the nuture and verity of the thing, or out of it, - 

If it were extra, without the nature of the thing declared, iben the Declaration 

of the thing is falſe ; and ſo far from being Fundamental in ibe Faith. If it mere 

intus, within phe nature and compaſs of the thing, though not open and apparent ©, 

to every eye; then the Declaration is true, but not otherwiſe Fundamental than 

the thing is which is declared: For that which is intus, cannot be larger or deep- 

er, than that in which it is; if it were, it could not be intus. Therefore no- 

thing is ſimply Fundamental, becauſe the Church declares it; but becauſe it is jo, 

in the nature of the thing which the Church declare. In anſwer to this, you 

ſeem more ingenuous thad uſual z for you acknowledge, that his expreſſion 

* learnedly ſolid and good : But yet you would ſeem to return ſome anlwer 

to this Argument, viz. although there be no alteration in the nature of the Ar - P. 23. 

ticlee by the Churches Declaration ; yet this doth not binder them from becoming 

Fundamental in that ſenſe in which we diſpute; i. e. ſuch as cannot he denied or 

doubted of under pain of Damnation, although they were not thus Fundamental 

before the Declaration, as not being ſo clearly propoſed to us, as that we were 

bound to believe them. Neither doth this take away any thing from their intus, or 

that Being which they had of themſelves ; but only gives a'rertainty of their being 
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P. 20 f. f. yet you would not have this called making nem Articles ef 


ſo, and declares that they onght to be ſo quoad nos, as well py quoad ſe, and in- 
ternally. And it is no evaſion, but a ſolid diſtinction, th at the Declaration of the 


p. 24. Charch varies not the thing in it ſelf, but quoad nos in i reſpeT tow. The 


ſubſtance of your Anſwer lies in this, Tha t though the Church by herDe- 
claration, doth not alter the nature of things, yet ſhemay, and doth, 


our Obligation to believe them; ſo that ſuch things which Men might have 
been ſaved without believing, before, when once the Church hath decla- 


red them, become neceſſary. to be believed in order to Salvation. And 
Faith: But 1 
pray tell us, what you mean by Articles of Faith; are not thoſe properly 


Articles of Faith, as diſtinct from Theological Verities, which are neceſſary to 


be believed by all? If therefore thoſe things which the Church declares, 
were before not necefſary, and by the Churches Declaration do become 
neceſſatz then certainly thoſe. things which were not Articles of Faith, 


do become Articles of Faith, and what then doth the Church by her 


Declaration, but make New Articles of Faith? But, though you aſſert 
the thing, you like not the Terms, becauſe they do not ſound ſo pleaſancly 
to the Ears of Chriſtians, who believe all Obligation to Faith doth de- 
pend upon/immediate Divine Revelation. Setting aſide therefore the 
terms, let us examine the thing, to ſee upon what Grounds the Church 
can make that neceſſary to us, which was not in it ſelf. Ia which caſe the 
Obligation not ariſing from the neceſſity of the Matter in it ſelf to be be- 
lieved, it is no otherwiſe intelligible, but that it muſt reſult from the 
ſuppoſition of ſome Immediate Revelation. For nothing elſe can bind us 
to an Internal Aſent, which you require as neceſſary to the Churches De- 
finitions but that, unleſs you can ſhew how any Society of Men confidered 
as ſuch, have power to oblige all other Men to believe what they declare 
on pain of Damnation for not doing it. I pray tell me, whether the Apoſtles 
themſelves had power to bind all Chriſtians to the belief of ſomething as 
neceſſary, which the Spirit of God did not immediately reveal to them to 
be ſo? If not, what Power can any Church have to do it, without a greater 
meaſure of Infal/ibilzty, than the Apoſiles ever pretended to? For, they 
never attempted to define any thing as necefſary, which was ſuppoſed 
unneceſſary to be believed after the Doctrine of the Goſpel was declared 
to the World. Before then you can perſwade us to believe that your 
Church can make any thing neceſſary, which was not ſo, you muſt prove an 
Abſolute Infallible Divine Aſſsſtance of God's Spirit with your Church, in 
whatever (he ſhall attempt to declare or define as Matter of Faith. As for 
inſtance, ſuppoſing it not neceſſary to Salvation in it ſelf to believe the In- 
maculate Conception of the Virgin Mary, how is it poſſible to conceive, after 
your Churches Definition of it, it ſhould become neceſſary, unleſs it be ſup- 
poſed that there was an Immediate Divine Revelation, in that Definition. 
For, nothing but Divine Authority commanding our Aſſent, the Ground of 
Faith muſt be reſolved into that. Now in this caſe, befides the Immediate 
Aﬀent to the thing declared as a Truth, there is a diſtin& Propoſition to be 


believed, which is; That what was not before neceſſary to be believed, doth now 


become neceſſary to be believed by all; and ſhews us, either that there is Di- 
vine Revelation for this, or elſe excuſe us, that we cannot give an Internal 
Aſſent to it. For, we have not learnt to give an Aſſent of Faith to a meer 
humane Propoſition, or, in our Saviour words, we call no Man, Maſter up- 
on Earth, ſo as to promiſe to believe it in the power of any Church what- 
ſoever, to make any thing neceſſary to be believed, which was not ſo be- 
fore. Hence it appears, that your Diſtinction of, in ſe, & quoad nos, is . in- 
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fignificant, as your pretence of the Churches Power to define. Matters of 
Faith is preſumptuous and arrogant, being the higheſt degree: of Lordiug 
in over. the Chriiew World. 1. | £1 1: tart e 

Why your Church may not as well declare ſomething not to be of 


Faith; which before was of Faith, as declare ſomething to be f Faith. 


which before was not of Faith, it is nat eaſie to apptehend, if that thing 


might be ſuppoſed of Faith before, without the Churches explicit Decla- 


ration. For in that caſe. the Church would not ſ apparently contradiit 
her ſelf; for that Contradiction doth not lie in varying the reſpetts of 
things, but in one Declaration contradifting another. Fogatherwile, it is 


as great a contradiction to ſay, That ſomething which was not neceſſary, 


is become neceſſary 3 as that a thing which was fary, is become not 
neceſſary. Therefore if there be a . one, ther is in the 
other. If the Contradiction lies in the Declaration, you That 
nothing could be ſuppoſed neceſſary to be believed, but whit Was decla- 
red by the Ghnrch to be ſoz and as declared by the Charch: Which is a 
Province as difficult as neceſſary to be undertaken; . ti rid your hands of 
this Difficulty. For otherwiſe. that Anſwer of yours cannot reach the 
Objection. Rx AE | * 5 

And now we come to that Teſtimony of St. Auguſtine, which was pro- 
duced to prove, That all Pojnts defined, by the Church are Fundamental: 


P. 24. 


Which ſay, It s a thing founded. An erring Diſpntant | g,,, %; fer kus oft diſput > 
is to be born with in other Queſtiant, mot diligently qi tw —— dt lo erode 22. 
gifted, not yet made firm fer Authority of the Chur 5 4 nandum plena eccle ſiæ au- 
t th : 


or! 


re error is to be born with : But it ought not tepraceed 


firmatic, ibi ferendus eft error: 
tantum progr edi debet, ut etiam Funda- 


ſo far, that it ſhould labour to ſhake the Foundation it elf 2 798 guat ere moliat ur. 


. de verb. Apoſtol. 


of the. Church. Now to this place his Lordſhip anſwers. . . 224. edit. Froben: 1539. 


1. He ſpeaks of a Foundation of Doctrine in Scripture, 


not of a Church- Definition I bie appears, (aith he, our ſou lines before, he F. 3a, 35 


tells us, There was a Queſtion moved to St. Cyprian, Whether Baptiſm was 
concluded to the eighth day, bs well as Circumciſion ? Aud, no dom mes made 
then of the beginning of Sin; and that out of this thing, about whichno Queſtion 
was moved, that Queſtion that was made mus anſwered. And again, tba St. Cy- 
prian took that which he gave in anſwer 1 Foundation of the Church, to 
confirm 4 Stone that was ſhaking. Now St. Cyprian n all the Anſwer that he 
gives, hath not one word of any definitjion.of the Charch : Therefare ea tes, that 
thing by which he anſwered was a Foundation of prime and ſettled Seriptunes Do- 

rine, not any Definition of theChurch T. herefane that mich he tool out of the 
Foundation of the Church, to faſten the Stone that ſhook, mas not Heſfinitian of 
the Church, but the Foundation of the Church it ſelf, the.Scripture;upou which 

it is builded ; as appeaveth in the Milevitag Connoils ; where the Rule by which 

Pelagius was condemned, is the Rule of Scriptane. Therefore St. Auguſtine goes 

on in the ſame ſenſe, that tie Diſputer is not to be horn any langer, #hat ſhal 


endeavour to ſhake the Faundution it ſelf, upob which the whole Church as graun- 


ded. 2. His Lordſhip anſwers; That granting bat the Chyrches Definition, 
was meant by St. Auſtin, get it can never follow out f any, or all theſe Circums. 
ftances, that all Points defined by the Church are Fundamental, becauſe this 
Foundation, may be upon humane &uthority; and tbat which follows, only is, 
That things are wot tobe oppoſed, On are made firm by full Authority of the 


9, 10. 


Church ; but it cannot be thence cobeludedl, Ihey ure therefore Fundamental in kg. 25: 


the Faith. This is the ſubſtance of his Lord ſhip's Anſwer to this place 3 


which we muſt conſider what you reply to. Firſt, you ſay, . 
doubted but that St. Auſtin's judgment was, that all aur Faiul depended on the 
6 L 2 


t be 
Authority 
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Authority of the Church, and therefore that he that oppoſeth himſelf aginſt this, 
— to ſhake and deſtroy the very Ground Tk o all Ri A 

tural Faith. This is a rare way of ſilencing Ad verſaries, by telling them, That 

cannot be doult ed, which others can ſee no reaſon at all to believe. As in 

this preſent caſe you tell me, that cannot be doubted, which I utterly deny, 

iz. That St. Auſtin's judgment was, thavall our Faith depended on the Au- 

thority of the Church z and if all the proof you have for it, be only that 


well-known place, Ergo verd Evangelio non crederem, Cc. You ſhallin time 
ſee, what an ill choice you made of fixing your proof wholly. upon that. 


But hoevet is never ſo little converſant in St. Auguſtines way of diſputing 
either againſt the Donatiſts, Pelagians, or Manichees, will find very little 
reaſon to doubt, but that he made the Fondation of Faith, to be Gad's 


Mord, and not the Authority of the Church. Indeed S. Anſtin, by way of Pre- 


ſcriptivn, off makes uſe of the Churches Authority, not where there hath 

been particular Definitions, but Univerſal Conſent, which he underſtands by 

the ſettlement, by full Authority of the Church: ; but this he inſiſts not on as 

the ground of Faith, but to ſhew the unreaſonableneſs of Men's oppoſing 

thoſe things which the O-iverſal Church was agreed in, as in this Contro- 

verſie here diſputed by him concerning Original Sin in Infants. Therefore 

if L underſtand S. Auſtin in this place, he doth not at all ſpeak concerning 

what is to be owned as a Matter of Faith ſimply in it ſelf, but what the 

Churches Carriage towards Diſſenters is. For after that Citation of St. pri- 

an at the Concluſion of his Sermon, he addreſſeth himſelf to the Pelagians, 

as his difſenting Brethren; Therefore, ſaith he, Let uc, I poſſible, intreat this 

| 1 ; . of our Brethren, That they would no longer call us Here- 

wr oy - penn, 1 ticks ; becauſe we might as well call them ſo if we would, 

quod eos talia difputantes nos appellare but we do not. Why was St. Auſtin ſo ſcrupulaus of 

poſſumus forſit an, ſi vellemus, nec tamen calling the Pelagians Hereticks, if he made the Defini- 
appellamus, Id. ib. K T f : . 

tion of the Church the Foundation of Faith, and look- 

/ . ed on this Controverſie as defined by full Authority of the Church? And 

after, ſpeaks of the Churches bearing with them ſtill, in order to their in- 

ſtruction ʒ though they were gone ſo far, that they were ſcarce to be born 

with; and that the Church exerciſed great patience towards them; therefore 

intreats them not to abuſe this Patience of the Church, but to be reformed, 

fince they did exhort as Friends, and not contend as Enemies. And fo 

brings in the former words, which I thus paraphraſe; It is a thing to be ta- 

ken for granted, that in diſputable Points, and ſuch as the Church hath not al- 

ways been agreed in, Diſſentems may be born with But if direct and full oppo- 

ſition to the clear ſenſe of the Churchſhould ſtill be ſuffered it would overthrow the 

very Foundation of the Church it ſelf. And that this, and no other, is the 

plain and genuine meaning of St. Auſtin, is evident to any one who impar- 

tially conſiders Antecedentsand Conſequents, and the natural ſenſe of the 

; words themſelves. Before, he ſpake how far the Church had born with them: 


in the words themſelves, he tells them, They muſt not expect the Church. 


would always bear with them, if they joined Obſtinaty with their Errors, 

for that would ruine the Church, if ſhe continually ſuffered ſuch as violent- 

ly oppoſed things contrary to her cleareſt ſenſe And after tells them, Thie 
ct; Dd is not expedient . For hitherto, it may * our patience is 
enen, eee , gan not to befound fault withal;but we ought likewiſe to fear, 
— — arts arr barn kf leſt we be blamed for our negligence; Which words im- 


rare conſequence, If the Church muſt not always bear with ſuch as oppoſe 


her, then whatſoever is defined by the Church is Fundamental? For it 


mediately follow the former: And is not this now a 
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is moſt evident, St. Auſtin ſpeaks not of the Churches Power, in defining 
Matters of Faith, but of the Churches proceeding with obſftinate Heret loi. 
And therefore the Foundation ſpoken of, is not the Foumdation of her Be- 
lieg but of her Communios 3. which the continual beating with ſuch obſti- 
nate Perſons as the Pefagiany were, would in time overthrow. The want 
of underſtanding this to be St. Auguſtine's meaning, hath made you ſpend 
many words to very Nittle bub ſuppoſing all along that he ſpeaks of 
the Churches Definition, and nat her * Your' Reply. to his Lord - 
ſhip's ſecond Anſwer, runs upon the ſame miſtake, that he ſpeaks of Sha- 
king the: Foundation of Faith, whereas I have already ſhewed that he ſpeaks 


of no ſuch thing, and therefore that, as well as the former Anſwer, fall to 


the ground together, being both built on the ſame -viſtakeniFo ion, 
| " TRE ©. 0 „ W. A+ 1% 
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The Churches Authority muſt h Divine, if whatever ſhe deines be Ful amen- 
tal. His Lordſhip, and not the Teſtimony of St. Auguſtine,” ſhamefully abu- 
ſed, three ſeveral ways. Bellarmine not miſc cited's, the Pelagian Hereſfe 
condemned by th& General Council at Epheſus. The Pope's Authority not 
implied in that of Councils "The" graſs Abſurdities of the diſtinct ion of the 
Church teaching and rtyreſentative, from the Churth taught und diffuſive, 
in the Queſtion of Fundamentals. The Churches Authority and I eftimony 


in Matters of Faith, diftinguiſhed. The Teſtimonies of Vincentius Leri- 
nenſis explained, and ſhewed*to be directly contrary to the Roman Doctrine 


of Fundamentals. Stapleton and Bellarmine not reconciled by tbe vain 
endeavours uſed to that end. Wii ap Met 2 47 50 ety ee 


R 5 ' I A © OY OE . . * 35 ; * 
T E main Doctrine of Fundamentali being in the foregoing Chapter 6. 1. 


ſettled and cleared, what remains of that ſubject will beeapable of a 
quicker diſpatch. The ſcope of this Chapter, is, to aſſdil thoſe Difficulties, 
which your Doctrine of Fundamentals is ſubject to. What little footing that 
hath in the place of St. Auguſtine, was the laſt thing diſcuſſed in the precee- 
ding Chapter; and therefore muſt nqʒ be repeated here. His Lord ſnip ur- 
geth this reaſon, hy St. Auguſtine, or any other reaſonable Man could not 
believe, that whatever is defined by t 
becauſe full Church- Authority(always thetime that included the Holy dpoſtles be- 
ing paſt by, and not comprehended in it) is but Church» Authority 3 ah Church- 
Authority, when it is at full Sea, is not ſimply Divine; therefoxe the ſentence of 
it not Fundamental in the Faith. To this you very wiſely and learnedly an- 
ſwer, I will not diſpute with his Laxdſhip, ATI ca, | 
ſuſſicient that ſuch Authority be infallible, Far if it be infallible, it cannot pro- 
Poſe to us any thing as revealed by God, but what is ſo revealed. So that to diſ- 
pute againſt this Authority, is in fe to take away all Authority from Divine 
Revelation; we having no other abſolute certainty, that this or that is revealed 
by God, but only the Infallibility of the Church propoſing, ur atteſting it unto ws 
as revealed. ¶ heuce alſo it follows, that to doubt, diſpute ag ainſt, or deny any 
thing that. is propoſed by the Injallikle Authority of the Church, is to doubt, diſ- 
pute againſt, and den that which is Fundamental in Faith. His Lordſhip de- 
nies the Sentence of the Church to be Fundamental in the Faith, becauſe 
not Divine ; you dare not lay, It is Divine but contend that it is Infalible, 
and from that Infallibility infer, That Whoſoever denies the ** ck 

WY 25 ä | ibility, 
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Church 18 Fundamental in Ihe Faith; P. 34. U. 11. 


„ or no; becauſe it 3s p. 28. n. i 
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libility, uuſt deny ſomething Fundamental in the Faith, becauſe we can have no 
other abſolute certainty that any thing #s revealed by God, but only from the 
Churches Infallibility. So that your whole Proof reſts upon a very rotten 
and" uncertain Foundation, vis. that all certainty in Matters of Faith, doth 
depend upon the Churches Infallibility; the fal ſhood and unreaſonableneſs 
of which Principle, will at large be diſcovered in the ſucceeding Contro- 
verſie. And if this falls, then the denial of the Churches Infallibitity doch 
not infer the denial of any thing Fundamental in the Faith, becauſe Men 
may be certain of all Fundamentals, without believing this Infallibility. 
But yet, ſay you, There is no neceſſity of aſſerting Church-Huthority to be Di- 
vine, but only to be infallible, in order to the making what ſhe defines to be Fun- 
damental. A rare and excellent piece of your old Theological Reaſon! as 
though any thing could be any further Infallible than it is Divine, or any 
farther owned to be Divine, than as it is Infallibie. I pray, acquaint us 
with theſe rare Arts of 22 between an Authority Divine and 
Infallible, when the ground of that Infalibility, is the ſuppoſition of ſome- 
thing properly and ſimply Divine, which is the Iafallible Aſiſtance of 
God's Spirit. Is that Aſſiſtance Infallibis too, but not Divine ? It it be Di- 
vine, as well as Infallible, how comes that Infalibility which flows from it 
not to be Divine, when the cauſe of it was fimply and abſolutely ſo? Be- 
fides, what Infallible Authority is that which makes all its Definitions Fun- 
damental, and yet is not in it ſelf Divine ? From whence comes any thing 
to be Fundamental? You tell us your (elf, as it Known to be revealed by 
God. And can any thing be known to be revealed by God, but by an Au- 
thority Divine ? Eſpecially on your Principles, who make all ceftainty of 
knowing it to depend on that Churches Authority? If fo, then ſince the 
Churches Sentence makes things become Matters of Faith, ſome things may 
become Matters of Faith, which have no Divine Authority for them. But this 
excellent and ſubtle diſtinction between Divine and Infallible Authority, we 
| ſhall have occaſion to examine afterwards. And therefore it is well you tell 
us, Notwithſtanding the Infallible and Divine, ſeem to many great Nivine#to 
be terms convertible, which only acquaints us with thus much, that there are 
ſome Men who underſtand things better than you do; and that to do ſo, 
is to be a great Divine. And if Stapleton be one of theſe, we are not much df- 
fended at it; and ſo far we will take the Teſtimonies which you produce out 
of him.— That which next follows depends upon the Proof of the Infa/;b;- 
lity of General Councils, which when you have ſufficiently cleared, we will 
believe that there can be no plain Seripture, or evident Reaſon againſt any of 
their Definitions, but till then we muſt believe there may be room for both. 
Your next SeFjor promiſeth to ſhew us 4 ſbameful Abuſe of St. Augu- 
ſtine's Teſtimony three ſeveral was; but, if it appears, that not one of 
thoſe ways will hold, then it only follows, that ſo many ways you have 
> abuſed his Lordſhip, and not he St. Auguſtine. His Lordſhip having affirmed, 
P.32.0.11. 1 hat plain Scripture with evident ſenſe, or a full demonſtrative Argument, 
auſt have room, where a wrangling and erring Diſputer may not be allowed it. 
And there's neither of theſe but may convinte the Definition of the Council, if 
Aug. contra it be ill founded. Over againſt theſe words he cites that ſentence of St. Au- 
@. Fun ſtin; Que quidem fi tam manifeſta monſtratur, ut in dubium venire non poſ- 
1ſt, preponenda eſt omnibus illis vebus, quibus in Catholicd teneor. Ita ſt ali- 
quid apertiſſi mum in Evangelio, &c. The plain meaning of which words of St. 
Auguſtine, is, That evident Truth is to be preferred before all Church- Authority : 
Now a threefold Exception you take ro his Lordſhip's inſiſting on this Te- 
r. 30. ſtimony. 1. That St. Auſtin ſpeaks not either of plain Scripture, or m"_— : 
RO 2 enſe, 
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ſenſe, or of a full demonitrative Argument ; but addreſſing bir Speech to the 

Manicheans, he writes thus, Apud vos autem ubi nihil horum eſt quod 

me invitet ac teneat, (ola perſonat veritatis pollicitatio (and tben follow 

the words cited by the Biſhop) quæ quidem fi tam manifeſta monſtratur ; 3 
where it ic plain quæ, which, is relative only to Truth, and uot to Sxyipture, or 

any thing elſe. A wonderful abuſe of St. Auſtin to make bim parallel plain 
Scripture, evident Senſe, or. a full demonſtrative Argument with Truth ! 2 
As though if evident Iruth were more prevalent with him than all thoſe 
Arguments which beld him in the Catholick Church, plain Scripture,” evi- 

dent Senſe, or Demonitrations would not be ſo too. What Truth can be 
evident, if it be not one of theſe three? Do you think, there is an Other 

way of manitelting Truth, but by Scripture, Senſe, or Demonſtration ? If you 

have found out other ways, oblige the World by communicating them; 

but till chen, give us leave to think, that it is all one to (ay, Manifef# 

Truth, as plain Scripture, evident Senſe, or clear Demonſtrations. But, tay, 
you, He ſpeaks only of that Truth which the Manichees braggeil of, and pro- 
p miſed: As though St. Auſtin would have been perſwaded ſooner as it 

came from them, than as it was Truth in it ſel. I ſuppoſe, St. A Hin did not 
think their Teſtimony ſufficient, and therefore ſays, Quæ quidem ſi tam ma- 


nifeſta monitratur, &c. i. e. If they could make that which they ſaid, evi- 

. dent to be Truth, he would quit the Church; and adhere to them: And if : 
, this holds againſt the Manichees, withit not on the ſame reaſon hold every 

; where elſe, viz. That manifeſt Truth is not to be quitted on ny Authori- 

0 ty whatſoe ver? Which is all oy Lordſhip afſerts. wh N n 

f But, Ton offer to prove that St. Auſtin, by Truth, could not mean plain Scri- 

- E 3 But can you prove, that by Truth, he did not mean Truth, wherever 

/ e found it, whether in Scripture, or elſewhere ? No, ſay you, It cannot be 

4 meant, that by Truth, he ſhould mean plain Scripture, in oppoſition to the Defini- 

* tions of the Catholic Church, or General Councils ; For which you give this | 
1 Reaſon, becauſe he ſuppoſes it impoſſuble;that the Doctrine of the Catholick Church, ; : 
5 ſhould be contrary to Scripture ; for then Men, according to St. Auſtin, ſhoul4 

6 not believe infallibly, either the one or the other. Not the Scriptures, becauſe they +» 

8 are received only upon the Authority of the Church ; nor the Church, whoſe Au- ; 
1 thority is infringed by the plain Scripture which is brought againif her. For which C Fund. 
it you produce a large Citation out of St. Auſfin to that purpoſe. But the An- 

T {wer to that is eaſie. For St. Auſtin, when he ſpeaks of  Church- Authority, 

11 qud infirmat d jam nec Evangelio credere potero; he doth not in the leaſt 

if underſtand it of any Definitions of the Church ; but ef the Oniverſal Tradi- 

1 tion of the Catholic Church concerning the Scriptures from the time of 

1 and his Apoſtles. And what plain Scriptures thoſe are ſuppoſable, which 

\f ſhould contrad ict ſuch a Traaitior: as this is, is not eaſie to underſtand. But 

2 the caſe is quite otherwiſe as to the Churches Definitions; for neither doth 

] the Authority of Scripture at all reſt upon them; and there may be ve- 

By ry well ſuppoſed ſome plain Scriptures contrary to the Churches Definitions, 

* unleſs it be proved, that the Church is abſolutely infallible, and the very proof 

if of that depending on Scripture, there muſt be an appeal made to plain Scri- 

4 Pture, whether the Churches Definitions may not be contradicted by Scri- 

Wa pture. When therefore you ſay, This is an impoſſable Suppoſition, that Scri- 

7 pture ſhould contradift the Churches Definitions, like that of the Apoſtle 3 If an 

t. Angel from Heaven teach otherwiſe, let him be accurſed, Gal. 1. You mult 

. prove it as impoſſible for the Church to deviate from Scripture in any of 

. her Definitions, as for an Angel to Preach another Goſpel 3 which will be the ' 
"I braver attempt, becauſe it ſeems ſo little befriended either by Senſe or Rea- 


ſe, ſon, 
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ſon. But, ſay you, If the Church may be amerriug Definer, I would gladly know, 
why an erring Diſputer may not oppugn her, That which you would fo 
gladly know, is not very difficult to be refolved, by any one who under- 
ſtands the great difference between yielding an Internal Aſent to the Def 
1itions ofthe Church, and open oppofing them ; for it only follows fromthe 
poſſibility of the Churches Error in defining, that therefore we ought not 
to yield an abſolute Internal Aſſent to all her Determinations, but muſt ex- 
amine them by the beſt Meaſures of Truth, in order to our full Aſſent to 
them: But, though the Church may ert, it doth not therefore follow. 
that it is lawful in all Caſes, or for all Perſons, to oppugn her Definiti- 
ons, eſpecially if thoſe Definitions be only in order to the Churches Peace. 
But if they be ſuch as require Internal Aſſent to them, then plain 
Scripture, evidence of Senſe, or clear Reaſon, may be ſufficient cauſe to 
hinder the ſubmitting to thoſe Definitions. T pe. 

2. You tell us, The bis Lordſhip bath abuſed St. Auſtin's Teffimony, be- 
cauſe he "ſpeaks not of the Definitions of the Church, in Matters not Funda- 
mental, according to the Matter they contain; but the Iruth mentioned by 
him was Fundamental in its Matter. This is the Subſtance of your ſecond 
Anſwer, which is very rational and prudent, being built on this ſubſtantial 
Evidence. If St. Auſtiz doth prefer manifeſt Truth before things ſuppoſed 
Fundamental in the Matter, then, no doubt, St. Auſtin would not prefer 
manifeſt Truth, before things ſuppoſed not Fundamental in the Matter. 
And do not you think this enough to charge his Lordſhip with ſhamefu]- 
ly abuſing St. Auſtin ? But certainly, if St. Auſtin preferred manifeſt Truth 
before that which was greater, would he not do it before that which was in- 
comparably leſs ? If he did it before all thoſe things which kept him in the 
Cat holicł Church, ſuch as the conſent of Nations, Miracles, Univerſal Tra- 
dition, which he mentions before; do you think he would have ſcrupled 
to have done it, as toany particular Definitions of the Church £ Theſe are 
therefore very excellent ways of vindicating the Fathers Teſtimonies, from 
having any thing of Senſe or Reaſon in them. | EF 

3. You ſay, He hath abuſed St. Auſtin, by putting in a wrangling Diſputer - 
But I wonder where his Lordſhip ever ſays, that St. Huſtin mentions any 
ſuch in the Teſtimony cited. For his words are theſe. But plain Scripture, 
with evident Senſe, or a full demonſir ative Argument muſt have room, where a 
wrangling and erring Diſputer may not be allowed it. And there's neither of 
theſe (over againſt theſe words, he refers to St. Auſtin's Teſtimony, and 
not the foregoing) but may convince the Definition of the Council, if it be ill 
founded. When you therefore ask, Where the wrangling Diſputer is to be 
found; had it not been for the help of this Cavil, we might have been to 
ſeek for him. But when you have been enquiring for him, at laſt you cry 
out, wen, Oh! I ſee now: And you are the fitteſt Man to find him our 
that I know. You ſay, This is done to diſtinguiſh him from ſuch a Diſputer as 
proceeds ſolidly and demonſtratively againſt the Definitions of the Church, when 
they are ill founded; which St. Auſtin is ſo far from ſuppoſing that one may do, 
that he judges bim a mad Man, who diſputes againſt any thing quod univerſa 
Eccleſia ſentit 3 and that they have Hearts," not only of Stone, but even of De- 
vile, who reſiſt ſo great a ManifeSt ation of Truth, as is made by an Oecumenical 
Council, for of that he ſpeaks. Your deſign is to prove, that St. Auſtin doth 
not admit of any plea from Scriptere, Senſe, or Reaſon, againſt any Defini- 
tions of the Church, for which you firſt produce that known place in which 
St. Auſtin accounts it madneſs tooppole the univerſal Practices of theChnrch, 
which will hold for your purpoſe, as far as Rites and Matters of ana 
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file. Tacknowledge thoſe words to be found ther reduce, 
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have any Analogy wh each other your latter Teſtimony ſeems more to 
the purpoſe to all Perſons who do not examine it, and iq none alſe. Ar 
although you ſeemed very careful to prevent any rann of the p lace 5 
by a falſe Citation of Epiſt. 153, for 152. yet that hath not 170 of my 
diſcovering your Fraud, in Wa that St. Auſtin there 

much as any thiog! li ke in 1 0 2— | 


Nulla excuſatio jam reman(it : nimiun dura, nimium 
corda, que ad hie tante manifeſtationi veritatis obſiſtunt. But there Ax no 
more to confute the moſt of your Teſtimonies out of the Father, but to 
mention the occaſion of their WW gproduced, or 12 ſcope and defign, of 
the Authors; as is moſt evident in 15 Place. For this 2 written in 
the Name of Silva, Valentinus, Aureliv, Innocentius, minus, Opta- 
tur, Auguitinus Donatus, and at 7 for ſarfation the Donatiite. 
concerning the proceedings at the Conc i! of Carthage Donati i Bi- 
bop: being therein baffled, had diſperſed among their g y falſe 
Rumours of that Council, and of their being e their Carbs. 
lick Ad verſaries. To diſprove which in this Epitlle, they Tek the che the 
Fraud and Fallity of the Donatiits, and then thedztegrity; 8 eir 8 
ceedings, bij the choice of feven, Perſons on either fide, .who,ſhopld ſpeak 
in behalf of the reſt ; and vn ther as Conalellors tas on 2 5 17 
Notaries on either ſide, and fou other Perſons who 
cords to prevent all Fraud! Beſides all this,” Lt 1 * 
his own words, that no Man might complain that any thing was upted 
afterwards ; which things being diſperſed,” while the Perlons th emſel yes 
lived, there was no probabiliey ; Poſteric ſho ag ar in.the e report 
of them. And chen follow thoſe words; U Excnls hath * ”_ been 


ier in 


fe but tha their Hearts are too bard and Diabolical, 5 | — y ſo 
ar 4 manifeitation of Tratb. Is it not gow. rare Cone * 
to infer, That it is not lawful, upon any;ground of ; 5 You, 


| Rewfor, to diſpute the Definitions. of Gateral. Councils 2. 'w ne, So w "ach 


thing was ever meßtioned as a General Council, as appears by the very next 

words, where he ſays expreſſy, it was anl Cane of Afric ae 3 | 
and elſe where gt. Auitin tells the Donatiits, Pp they never dur appeal to *. 
a General Council. And ſappofing the 47 800 . a ſo Occumenical, men- g, aide: 
tions nothing of the Definitions of it, the manner of its dings. — we 
8o that the See eſt Truth hereby ate Of is, your defag lo ab * his 22 


Lordſhip and the Reader together. , „ 2 . non 


2 „ reſtabat adh Eceloſit imive 4 Conci e 
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probamus, ex eo quod totus orbis un iis communicat.” Ang, Epiſt. 162. nn, | „ 3 
Since you diſown the diſtingion of things being aten in the mals 5 
ter and in the manner, 1 ſhall not trouble you with ſhewing you the weak- 
neſs of it: But it were eaſie to manifeſt it as good as that you embrace of 
the Material and Formal Olject, which hath been ſufficiently | refuted in * 
precedent Chapter, and I ve no leiſure for 1 
His Lordſhip endeavouring further to ſhew, .What bttle Fabad ain Jour 2.33130 
Doctrine of Fundamentals bath in the forecited place of St. Auguſtine-; urgetb 
this as an Argument againitit, That if all Points defined by the Church, are 
therefore Fundamental. | becauſe that i not to be ſhakin, which is ſe Flo lr by fol 
Authority of the Church ; then it muit follow, That the Point there ſpoken + A 
the remiſſion ef Original Sn, inthe 0 of Tefamts, was de — 
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Augu tine wrote this, by a full Sentence u General Conacil. You deny the Con- 


p.32. b. 4. ſequence z for, ſay you, By Authority of the Church you mean (and not unpro- 


perly) the Church generally praiſing this Doctrine, and defining it in a Natio- 
nal Council confirued by the Pope. For this was plena authoritas Ecclęſiæ, 
though 41 aud to diſpute 12 what was ſo pract iſed and defi- 
ned, is, in St. 8 . ſenſe, to ſhake the Foundation of the Church, I not 
wholly to deſtroy li, I ſeems a little hard to underſtand What you mean 
by the Charches . not unproperly) ſaid to praiſe this Doftrine : What, 
did the Eharch practiſe the DofFrine of the remiſſion 4 Gn Sin in In- 
fants 2 That a Gel ſbould practiſe a Matter of Faith, ſeems a little won- 
der ful ; but that it ſnould do this and that not unproperlyj, increaſeth the 
admiration - And we might think it a peculiar privilege belonging to 
your Church, but that fhe 3 
pable of it. And can yu think it | 
That the Pope," with a National Cane, bath defined it, unleſs you firſt 
prove, that the Pope, and a National Saen, have as much Authority as 
4 Generaſ Councth, which you pretend to be infallible; and if a National 
ConneiF-with the Pope be ſo too, I wonder to what end General Councils ate 
ever calfd, fince the Infallibility may be had at a much * rate. 
And bythe fame reaſon you make National Councils Infallible, you may 
do Provincial, if the Pope concuts with them; and, by the ſame reaſon, 
the College of Cardinals may be infaltible withont any of them, becauſe 


to run us down, by, telling us, 


of the Pope's concurrence with them. And fo, all this buſineſs of Councils, 


is but à formal piece of Pageantyy, ſince all the Infallibility they have by 
this Pretence, is conferred by the Pope in his Concurrence; whoſe Infalli- 
bility doth not depend on the preſence of a OGuncilʒ and therefore he muſt 
be as Infallible without a Conzcih, a5 with it. So that at laſt this Diſcourſe 


comes to this Iſſue, He that ſbakes the Pope's Infabibility, ſhakes the Founda- 


S. 5. 


P.35.n-13. [hat the Pelagian Hereſſe was never co 


gainſt National Councils, ſome of them defended, 


1 


tion of the Church and prove hut this to have been St. Auguſtine's meaning, 
you witthighly advance the Intereſt of your Cauſmme. 

Bnt, hate ver St. Auſtins meaning be, you think your (elf engaged to 

vindicate Bellarmine, who, his Lordſhip had faid, was deceived, in ſaying, 

a ow” in an Oecumenical Council, but 

only in National. For, (ith he, While the i ſtood ont impydently a- 

eſtorius, which gave occaſion 

to the firfÞ Epheſine Council. io Excommunicate and Depoſe them, To which 


7. 33. u. 3. YOu anſwer, 1. It 3s not credible, that Bellarmine, who writ ſo much of Con- 


| troverſee, ſhould not have read that Countit; nor can there be any Juſpicion.of 


his. concealing the matter, had he found it there, &c. and therefore you ſuſp 


jour Aﬀſent till the Councils words be produced. 2. Iq; tell us, That it is not 


Fabius and others 


enough to prove that Pelagianiſm was condemned by a General Council, becauſe 


eme who were Pelagians were; but, ſay you, They were condemned not for 
* Wen en fo N 


| eſtorianiſm, and therefore his Lordſhip ſhookg wide of the 
Mark. Tout Argument from Ballarmine will have no great force with 
them, who ſee no reaſgn. toadmire his Fidelity; and they who enquire in- 
to the Matter of Fact, in the preſent debate, Will have cauſe to ſuſpedt it. 
The ſhort account whereof is this. After that Julianus, Florus, Orontius, 

had hee depoſed and baniſhed in the Ve ern Churches, 
for the Pelagian Herefee, ey fy. to Conitantinople, and ſhroud themſelves 
under the Protection of; eftorizs the Patriarch there, who ſecretly favoured 


them, and writ ſeverak Letters to Pope Celeftine in behalf of them; who is 


ſupꝑoſed to have received his Doctrine of the Perſon of Chriſt from the Pela- 
giant, But when he ſaw that no good was to be done by theſe Letters, _ 
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$ not ſo rated uſed to pre#iſe things more ca- 
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by the daily ſpreading of Neſtorianiſun, the Emperor was forced to ſummon 
a Council at Epheſus, 4. D. 431. The Pelagians accompany Neſtorius thi- 
ther, and joyn with Johannes Antiochenus, and his Party, in oppoſition to 
the Synod. But the Conncil underſtanding the proceedings which had been 
in the Weſtern Churches againſt the Pelagians, ratifies and confirms their De- 
poſition, as appears by the Synodal Epiſtle of the Council to Pope Celeſtine, 
which is extant in the AFs of the Epheſine Conncil : And in the Epiſtles 
of Cyril of Alexandria. And beſides this, ſome of the Canons of that Council, 
do equally concern Celeſtius and Neſtorins ; the firſt Canon decreeing as well 
the favourers of Celeſtius as Neſtorius to be excommunicate ; and the fourth 
decreeing the Depoſition of all ſuch who ſhould embrace either of them. 
And therefore it is truly ſaid by Janſenius, that the enen 
Pelagian Hereſſe, and the Biſhops who favoured it, [6 celetin — dvefs Info Fr 


were again condemned by an Oecumenical Council, And lagiana, & authors fautoreſy;eju epiſcopi, 
thence Proſper in the Epitaph of the Neſtorian and Rio feta 2 1 
Pelagian Hereſies, as he makes the Neſtorian only an * 54-66: ee 
Off ſpring of the Pelagian ; ſo he makes both of wy bene) ye Ay {> — 1 

them to fall, and be condemned together. From a tamen ta dedit vicbam ſententia let ho: 


1 : Illa wolens interum ſurgere, bis cecidit. 
whence it appears, that the Pelagians were not , 7 iter, mein 


condemned in the Epheſine Council meerly for ſepulchrum 

Neſtorianiſm, but for their proper and peculiar i, & inferni carceris ima ſulit. 
Sentiments ; the former Depolition of them being Proſper in Epitaph. Neſtor, 
ratified by the Council, and a new Canon made to Ee ˖relag. harel, 


that purpoſe for the future. And. now let the Reader judge whether his 
Lordſhip or Bellarmine were herein the more miſtaken. | | 
His Lordſhip adds; If this Hereſie were condemned only by a National 8. 6. 
Council, then the full Authority of the Church bere, is no more than the full © 35 
Authority of this Church of Africk. And I hope, ſaith he, That Authority 
doth not make all Points defined by it, to be Fundamental. You will ſay, Yes : 
if that Council be confirmed by the Pope. And then I muſt ever wonder, why 
t. Auguſtine ſhould ſay, The full Authority of the Church ; and not beſtow one 
word upon the Pope, by whoſe Authority only that Council, as all other, have 
their fulneſs of Authority in your judgment. An inexpiable Ouiſſion; if this 
ockrine concerning the Pope were true. To this you anſwer, That there was p. . f. 4. 
no need of any ſpecial mention of the Pope, in ſpeaking of the Authority of the 
Church ʒ becauſe his Authority is always chiefly ſuppoſed, as being Head of the 
whole Church. But by whom was this ſuppoſed 2? By you, or by St. Auguſtine 2 
Can you prove that St. Auſtin, or any of the African Fathers did ever ſup- 
poſe any ſuch thing, that the Pope being Head of the Church, his Authori- 
ty is chiefly ſuppoſed in the AFs of National Councils? Where was the ſup- 
oſal of this Authority in the Diſpute between the African Fathers, and the 
oper, in the caſe of Appeals? Theſe are Suppoſitions, only to be obtruded 
upon ignorant Novices z and ſuch, who look no further into Atiquity, than 
the Implicit Faith in their Prieſts will give them leave. But what a ſtran- 


ger to all true Antiquity this Suppoſition of the Pope's being Head of the 


Church, is, we (hall ſee abundantly, when we come to the Controverſie of 
the Pope's Authority. Yet granting the Suppoſition true (than which no- 
thing can be more falſe) when the main ſtrength lies not in the bare Defi- 
nition of a National Council, which you grant of it ſelf hath not full Autho- 
rity, but in the confirmation of that Deciſion by the Pope which makes that 
Authority full, which was not ſo before; Was it not neceſſary to declare, 
that the Pope did concur to the giving it full Authority, which without it 
could not be had 2 You do not ſay, That al! National Councils have hy uf 

M 2 t ho- 


"The Abſurdlities of the Romaniſts Pa AT 1 


S. 7. 


Authority, not being confirmed by the Pope 3 it therefore St. Augh/tire de- 
ſigned to ſhew that Council to have full Authority, the only way to\prone it, 
was to produce the Pope's Confirmation of it: Which cannot therefore tbe 
otherwiſe looked on, than as an inexpiable Omiſſzon, if yout Dodtrine tbe 
true; for he left out that which was only pertinent and material to the Hu- 
ſineſs. Your Parallel between St. Auſtin and your ſelf (which is a very wor- 
thy one) in leaving out the mention of the Pope's Authority whey it it arudes- 
ſtood, will then hold when you produce as great evidence that!St. Auſtin 
was a Jeſuit, as we have from your Principles that yon are. When you 
give us manifeſt proof, that the Pope's Power is neceſſary to all Definitions 
of Councils, as there is in our Laws for our Kings aſſenting to 4Fs of Par- 
liament; we may give you leave to parallel the Omiſſron of the expreſs menti- 
on of one with the other. It the Definitions of Ancient Councils did run in 
the name of Pope and Council, as our Ad, of Parliament, in the name of the 
King, and hoth Houſes, we might eafily ſay, the Authority of them came 
from the Pope, as of theſe from the King ; but there is nothing of that na- 
ture, but much of the contrary, as will appear in due time. When you 
therefore prove that the Pope's Power is implied, though it be not menti- 
oned, you muſt, prove it by ſome evident Confeſſion, that no Authority of 
a Council was full, unleſs the Pope concurred with it: Elſe you may as well 
ſay, That the Great Mogal hath no full Authority to decree any thing 


without the Pope's conſent ; for I dare ſay, There is no denial of it in any 


of his Laws. And yet, that is more than can be ſaid here, for we have ſuf- 
ficient Teſtimony from the Records of that Age, That the Pope's Authorit 

was not ſuppoſed neceſſary to Councils, from his being Head of the Church 
What follows, p. 34. n. 5, 6. depends wholly upon the often-mentioned 


diſtinction of the Formal and Material Object of Faith 3 the Foundation of 


which, having been already removed, whatever you offer to build upon it, 
muſt of neceſſity fall to the ground; but I ſhall not follow your ill Ex- 
ample, in making tedious Repetitions, and then cry out, Tow are forced to it. 

His Lordſhip urgeth further, from the Nomaniſts Doctrine of Fundamen- 
tals, That the Churches Definition muſt be the Churches Foundation, His 


words are, Beſides, whatſoever is Fundamental in the Faith, is Fundamental to 
F360: 1. % Church, which in one by the Unity of Faith : Therefore, if every thing defi- 


ned by the Church be Fundamental in the Faith, then the Churches Definition is 
the Churches Foundation, And ſo, upon the matter, the Church can lay her own 
Foundation, and then the Church muſt be in abſolute and perfe@ Being, before 


p. 35. ſo much as her Foundation is laid. To which you anſwer z But what Abſurdi- 


ty is it to grant, That the Definition af the Church teaching, is the Foundation of 
the Church taught? Or, the Definition of the Church Repreſentative, it the 
Foundation of the Church Diffuſſve I pray, inform us whether this 
Church Teaching and Repreſenting, be the ſame Church with the Church 
taught and diſfuſive, or one different from it: If it be different, it muſt 
have a different Foundation, and ſo muſt be fundamentally different; if it 
be the ſame, then the Church wuſt ſtill lay its own Foundation For what- 
ever becomes Fundamental by the Definition of the Chyrch, is, I ſup- 
poſe, to be believed as neceſſary, 7. e. Fundamental, by the Church 
Teaching and Repreſenting, as well as taught and diffuſfve. Unleſs you 
think thoſe who decree things, to be believed by all in order to Sal- 
vation, do exclude themſelves out of that number; and therefore, 
though it be neceſſary for all others to believe it, it is ſtill 7zdif/erent for 
them, whether they will believe it or no. And therefore, were I of your 


Church, | ſhould heartily wiſh my ſelf of the Teaching and * 
church ; 
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Church; for then others might go to. Hel! for not believing that, which 
L might chuſe whether I would or no. What an excellent invention this 
is, to make the Pope and Cardinals goto Heaven, though they be Atheiſts 
and Isfidels ? For, you tell us; we can have no aſſurance of any Matter of 
Faith, but from the Iafallibiliiy of your Church; this Infallibility lies not 
in the taught amd diffuſive, but in the teaching and repreſentative Church ; 
and this diſtintion here ſuppoſes, that what is made the Foundatiom of the 
Church taught, is not the Foundation of the Church teaching, i. e. what is ne- 
ceſſary to Sal vation for one, is not ſo for the other; for that is your mean- 
ing of Fundamentals, Now, ſince all things become neceſſary to be be- 
lieved by the Church diſfuſive, upon the Authority of the Chirch repreſen- 
tative ; it neceſſarily follows, from this diſtinftion, That nothing at all 
is neceſſary to be believed by the (hurch repreſentatives And is not this a 
rare Church the mean while? But what is it which makes it a Church ? 
for though it repreſents and teaches, yet it is ſtill call'd a Church teaching 
and repreſentative : If it be a Church, ſomething muſt make it ſo: What 
can make it ſo, if not the belief of what is weceſſary to Salvation? And if 
it doth not believe all that is neceſſary to Salvation, the Church diffuſtve is 
much more truly a Church, than the repreſentative : If it doth believe all 
that is neceſſary, then it muſt believe its own Definitions, becauſe thoſe 
are _— to be ſo; and conſequently, if thoſe be Fundamental, the 
Ghurch muſt ſtill lay her own Foundation. Or elſe theſe Conſequences fol- 
low. 1. That may be a true Church, which doth not believe all things 
neceſſary to Salvation. 2. The Church teaching is not bound to believe 
that which ſhe teaches, but only the Church taught. 3. That may be the 
ſame Church which Fundamentally differs from it ſelf. 4. When the Church 
defines a thing to be weceſſary, ſhe doth not believe it to be neceſſary, but 
it becomes neceſſary after her Definition. For, I pray, ſatisſie us as to 
this Teaching Church, when ſhe defines ſomething neceſſary to be believed 
in order to Salvation, which was not ſo defined before; Doth ſhe at that 
Inſtant of her Definition believe that to be neceſſary to Salvation, or doth 
ſhe not? If ſhe doth, then it is neceſſary before her Definition ; and ſo the 
belief of it as neceſſary, cannot depend upon it: But if ſhe believes it only 
to be neceſſary, becauſe ſhe defines it to be ſo ; then ſhe cannot believe it 


A. G . ” 


. to be neceſſary, till ſhe hath defined it, and conſequently defines that to 
, be neceflary, which ſhe believes not to be neceſſary: And ſo defines con- 
: trary to her own judgment and belief. Let me therefore ask her ſome 
; more Queſtions, which I doubt you will think troubleſome, If the Church 
f repreſentative believed that not to be neceſſary to Salvation, which ſhe defi- 
e ned to be neceſſary to Salvation, was ſhe infallible in that belief or no? If 
5 ſhe was not infallible, then at that time what aſſurance could Men have of 
a any Matter of Faith, fince you tell us, That muſt be had from the Churches 
t Jnfallibility ? If ſhe were infallible, then either in ſome things only, or in 
t all (he believed? If only in ſome things we ought to know what ſhe is infal- 
a lible in, and what not, leſt we deceive our ſelves in believing her infallible 
- in that in which ſhe is not infallible ? If i» a#thirgs, then ſhe is infallible 
h in believing that not to be neceſſary to Salvation, which yet ſhe infallibly de- 
a fines to be neceſſary to Salvation : And ſo the Church may infallibly define 
- that to be true, which at the very moment of that Definition, ſhe infallibly 
, believes to be falſe. All theſe are the juſt and excellent Conſequences of 
r this uſeful Diſtinction of yours, which you look on as the only happy Expe- 
r dient, whereby to free your ſelf from aſſerting, that the Charch, by making 


0 things Fundamental, by her Definitions, doth thereby lay her own * 
| t 


. 


— 
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But as abſurdand unreaſonable as this is, you would ſeem to have ſome- 
thing to ſay for it: For you tell us, That the Paſtors, in all Ages preſerving 
Chriſtian People from being carried away with every Wind of Doctrine, are 4 
Foundation to them of conſtancy in Doctrine. Wonderfully ſubtle ! it is pi- 
ty ſuch excellent Reaſoning ſhould want the Ornaments of Mood and 
gure : But thus it is in them, If the Paſtors of the Church may be the 
means of preſerving Men from Errors, then the Definition of the Church 
Teaching, is the Foundation of the Church taught : Which in ſhort amounts 
to this ; If the Paſtors of the Church may be a Foundation of Men's Con- 
ſtancy in Doctrine, then they may be a Foundation of Men's Inconftancy in 
Do@#rine. If this be not that you mean, I can make no ſenſe of what you 
ſay; and if it be, let any one elſe make Senſe of it, that hath a gift for it. 
For, by Conſtancy in Doctrine, is meant, the adhering to that DoFrine which 


(od hath revealed as neceſſary in his Word, but by the Definitions of the 


Teaching Church, you underſtand a Power to make more things neceſſary 
to the Salvation of all than Chriſt hath made; ſo that, joyn theſe two to- 


gether, the Conſequence is this: If the Paſtors of the Church may, and 


ought to keep Men from believing any other Doctrine, then they have 
power to impoſe another Doctrine; which things are ſo contrad ictious to 
each other, that none but one of your Faculty would have ventured to 
have ſet one to prove the other. Therefore when you would prove any 
thing by this Argument, your Medium muſt be this, That the Paſtors of 
the Church are a 1 of Conſtancy in Doctrine, by laying New Founda- 
tions of Doctrines by her Definitions, which is juſt as if you would prove, 
That the beſt way to keep a Houſe entire, without any Additions, is to 
build another Houſe ad joy ning to it. a 
But, ſay you further, Were not the Apoſtles. in their times (who were Ec- 
cleſia docens) by their Dofrines and Decrees, a Foundation to the Church which 
was taught by them? Doth not St. Paul expreſly affirm it, ſuperzdificati ſupra 
Fundamentum Apoſtolorum, &c. To which I anſwer, 1. That the Apoſtles 
were not therefore ſaid to be the Foundation on which they were built who 
believed on that Doctrine, becauſe, by virtue of their Power, they could de- 


fine or decree any thing to be neceſſary to Salvation, which was not ſo 


before; but, becauſe they were the Inſtruments whereby the things which 
were neceſſary to Salvation, were conveyed to them. And becauſe their 
Authority, by virtue of their Miſſion, and the Power accompanying it, was 
the means whereby they were brought to believe the Doctrine of the Goſpel, 
as in it ſelf true. But there is a great deal of difference between teaching what 
is neceſſary to Salvation, and making any thing neceſſary to Salvation, 
which was not before, meerly becauſe it is taught by them. 2. I grant, that 
thoſe things did become neceſſary to be believed, which the Apoſiles taught; 
but it was either becauſe the things were in themſelves neceſſary, in order 
to the end declared, viz. Mar's Salvation, or elſe it was on the account of 
that evidence which the Apoſtles gave, that they were Perſons immediately 
imployed by God, to deliver thoſe Doctrines to them. But ſtill here is no- 
thing becoming neceſſary, by virtue of a Decree or Definition, but by vir- 
tue of a Tefimony, that what they delivered, came from God. 3. When 
the Apoſtles delivered theſe things, the Doctrine of the Goſpel was not made 
known to the World; but they were choſen by God, and infallibly aſſiſted 
for that end, that they might reveal it to the World : And this is certainly 
a very different caſe from that, when the Doctrine of Salvation is fully 
revealed and delivered down to us in unqueſtionable Records. And there- 
fore, ifyou will prove any thing to your purpole, you muſt prove as grout 
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ently applied by one and the ſamè full Authority o 


which, is an that . of this Chapter 


40 1 maſt gigeſt your Anſwers: for you.); i The there i bes- v. 1 
| FA. e birrowed this from Vincentius, and you give an ex lene 
Reaſon for it, bet 
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| ang as Divine Affiftance of the irit in the Church repreſentative of: all 
ges, a pas in the ApofFle7 in the firſt Age of the Chriſtian Church. 4. Wen | 
u {ay from hence, That the ApoiZles, as the Teaching Church, laid the .4 
undation W Church taught ; that can only be e of . tho — 
Cbriſfian. became a Church, by the Aponlles Preachi 1 
2 oſpel to them: But Wa quite« different ching bos fe aying N 
dation of a Church already in being as your, en nd diffuſive, 
| is ſup ed to be. Can 1 tell us, nen Ape ſtlesare our el to lay fur- 
12 CUE ches already confined z chat they mate or de- 
clared mp rene te Salvation, than were ſo antecedently to 
their E caſe, yon pretend a Poyer in your 
Church Ul to make n chipgs neceſſary to Salvation, than 
"were before to a Church already in Being, and therefore ed to believe 
all things neceſſary to Salvation. You 11 what a vaſt diſpari 
there is inthe caſe, and ho far the ApofHies decharing the Doctrine of Chriſt, 
and thereb founding Chirches, is from beintz an Argument that the Repre- 
Erde eb, may lay the Foundation of che Ciel Diffuse, which be- 
y, muſt have its Fund atius laid before all new Decrees 
— Nane the Teaching Church; So that till it unavoidably follows 
upon your Principles, That the Charch mu lay ber own Foundation, and 
then the Church mult have been in.abſolute and perfect Being, before ſo 
much as her Foundation is laid. Tour weak endeavour of retorting this 
upon the Biſbop, becauſe of the Apofiler teaching the (rob of their Age, 


only ſhews, that you have a will to ſay ſomething in behalf of ſo bad 
avg but that you want ability to do it: ha Kenne bythe Aa the Anſwers al- 
ſeand yours. The ſubſe- p. 3 


— 1 as to the difference of the ApoiHes 
ion, which is ſpent in a weak Defefice of A Cihwerds, hath the 
Kc uſe to he particularly examined ; and beſides, its whole ſtrength lies 
ings 12 difcnied already, vis. the ſufficient Propoſition of 
Mattets of Faith, and the Material an Formal Object of it. 8 

That which follows pretending to ſorething New, and:which looks like 8. 9. 
Argumentation, muſt be more diſtinſely con idered. A. C. words are, 
That if one may deny, or doubtfuly diſpute agatnit any one Determination 
the Church, ot he may Faw 3 9! and another, and ſo gain ſi ad. 
Vince all are made pac to us by ont and the Fame | Deine Reus lation, ſafſci- 

the (hure ; which being 

wed in any one, caunot be firm in any other. To which his Lordſhip an P.38.0.15, 
ſwers, 1, That this pp underfood only Catholick Maxims,; which are properly 
Fundamental, by Vincentius Lirinenſis, from whom 1 Agamen is derived. 
2. He denies, that all Determinations of the Charch are made firm to ar ly one u. 16. 
and the ſame * 3. He denies, that al} Determinations be 
Church W ee applied by one and the ſame full Authority bf vhe Church. 
Of each of eheſe he-gi des M. Keaſons ; the examination and defence of 
To the firſt, you anſwer'three 


© good Wd. may both hit on the ſame thing, or at leaſt 4 
come geaf It; which, fad it been falck oF your ſelf, had been more angue- = ® 
ſtionable: But, to let that paſs, 2. You tell us. This #he Doltrine is true, = 
ſeever ſai 185 Fot whith, ye you give — 8 For the ſame Reaſon which 
permits not our e. or den . permits not 
dor queſtioning, or denying any 6 Church ʒ becauſe 
17 is no the greatneſs ale W ee ee w gre for 4 
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v. 37.0.8. ing. aud falſifies his Teftimony thrice at leaſt. Whereof the firſt is in rendringſ de 


hn 


_ clear, full, univerſal Tradition of the whole Church from Chriſt's time to 


& 10. 


5. 38. very gravely and diſcreetly with his Rod in his hand, But in what Author 


ſent in Points of Faith; but the Authority of God ſpeaking by the Church. To 


which I anſwer, that all this runs upon a Suppoſition talle in it ſelf, which 
is, That all our Aſſurance in Matters of Faith, depends upon the Infdllible Au- 
thority of the preſent Church ; which being granted, I would not deny. but 
ſuppoſing that Ixfallibility abſolute, on the ſame reaſon I believe one thing 
on the Churches Authority, I muſt believe all. For the caſe were the ſame 
then, as to the Church, which we ſay, it is as to the Scriptures ; he that be- 
heves any thing, on the account of its being contained in that Book as the 
Mord of God, mult believe every thing he is convinced to be therein con- 
tained, whether the matter be in it ſelf ſmall or great; becauſe the ground 
of his Belief, is the Authority of God, revealing thoſe things to us. And, if 
therefore you could prove ſuch a Divine Authority, conſtantly reſident in 
the Church, for determining all Matters of Faith, I grant your Conſequence 
would hold: But that is too great a Boon to be had for Begging, and that is 
all the way you uſe for it here. If you offer to prove it afterwards, our An- 
ſwers ſhall be ready to attend you. But at preſent, let it ſuffice to tell you, 
That we believe no Article of Faith at all upon the Churches Infallible Au- 
thority ; and therefore, though we deny what the Church propoſeth, it fol- 
lows not that we are any more liable to queſtion the truth of any Article 
any further than the Chxrches Authority reaches in it; iᷣ e. we Terry that 
any thing becomes an Article meerly upon her account. But now, if you 
remove the Argument from the preſent Churches Infallible Authority, to the 
Univerſal Churches Teſtimony, we then tell you, That he who queſtions a 


this, will, by the ſame reaſon, doubt of all Matters of Faith, which are con- 
veyed by this Teſtimony Yo us. But then we muſt further conſider, That we 
are bound by virtue of the Churches Teſtimony, to believe nothing any 
further, than it appears to have been the conſtant, full, Univerſal Teſtimo- 
ny of the Church, from the time of Chriſt and his Apoftles. Whatever there: 
fore you can make appear to have been received as a neceſſary Article of 
Faith in this manner, we embrace it, but nothing elſe ; and on the other 
fide, we ſay, That whoever doubts, or denies this Teſtimony, will doubt 
of all Matters of Faith, becauſe the Ground and Rule of Faith, the Scri- 
ptures, is conveyed to us only through this Univerſal Tradition, _ 
3. You anſwer, That his Lordſhip miſtakes Vincentius Lirinenſis hi mean- 


Catholico dogmate] of Catholick Maxims: And here a double moſt dreadful 
charge is drawn up againſt his Lordſhip ; the firſt from the Accuſation of 
Priſcian, and the ſecond of no leſs Authors, than Rider and the Exgliſh Lexi- 
cons The firſtis, for tranſlating the Singular Number by the Plural; whereas 
our moſt Reverend Orbilius himſelf in the following Page, tells us, that this 
Catholicum dogma, Vincentius (peaks of, contains the whole Syſtem of the Catho- 
lick Faith, and in that Syſtem ſome are Fundamentals, ſome Superſtru@ures, 
(both Plurals) yet all theſe contained in this one ſingular Dogma. But it 
was his Lordſhip's great Miſhap not to have his Education in the Schools of 
the Jeſuites, elſe he might have eſcaped the Laſp for this moſt unpardona- 
ble overſight of rendring verbum multitudinis by our Author's own Confeſſi- 
on (who makes it larger too than his Lordſhip doth for his Lordſhip ſaith, 
it contains only Fundamentals, but our Author SuperſtruFures too) by the 
Plural Number. But the ſecond fault is worſe than this; for, ſaith our Author 


learnt be, that Dogma ſigniſies only Maxims,were it in the Plural Number? Dog- 
ma, according to ourEngliſhLexicons,Rider,and others, ſignifies aDecree,or com- 
mon 
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mon received Opinion, whether in prime, or leſs principal Matters. What a lear- 
ned Diſpute are we now fallen into? But I fee you were reſolved to pu 
all but end Polegoynes out of all likelihood of confuting you; for 
thoſe are only the Perſons among us, who deal in Rider and Engliſh Lexi- 
cons. I ſee now, there is ſome hopes, that the Ordersof the Inquiftion may 
have better Latin, than that againſt Mr. White had ; fince our old Feſuite; 

in to be ſo well verſed in ſuch Maſters of the Latiz tongue. How low 
15 lab fallen, that we muſt appeal for knowing what Dag fidei is, 


cons ? But it is ill jeſting with our Orbilizs in ſo ſevere a humour, that his 
Grace of Canterbury cannot {cape his Laſh for not conſulting Rider's Di- 
Aionary for the ſignification of Dogg. But our Author paſſeth® and we 
muſt attend him, out of his Grammatical into the Iheological School; and 
there tells us, That the Eccleſeaſtical Signification of Dogma, extends it ſelf to 
all things Eſtabliſhed in the Church, as Matters of Faith, whether Fundamen- 
tals or Superſtruſtures ʒ and for this, Scotus is cited (ſome what a better Au- 
thor than Rider) who calls Tranſubſtantiation, Dogma fide. I begin to 
believe now, that Dogma is a very large word, and 'Fides much larger, that 
can hold ſo prodigious a thing as Tranſubſtantiation within them. But, not- 
withſtanding what Rider and Scotus ſay, none ſo able to explain Vincentias 
his meaning, as Vincentivs himſelf. To him therefore at laſt our Author 
appeals and tells us, That he declares in other places, that be means by Dogma 


— 


to the Definition not of Popes. and Councils, but of Rider and Exgliſh Lei- 


ſuch things as in general belong to Chriſtin Faith without diſtinction. But | 


doth Vincentius any where by Dogma mean any ſuch things which were not 
judged neceſſary by the ancient and Primitive Church, but become neceſſa- 


ry to be believed upon the Churches. Definitions ?, Nothing can poſſibly 


be imagined more directly contrary to the deſign of this whole Book than 
that is, when he appeals (till for Matters uy believed to Antiquity, Oni- 
verſality, and Conſent ; and to be ſure, all theſe are required to whatever he 
means by a Dogma fide: It you therefore can produce any Teſtimonies 
out of his Book, which can be ſuppoſed in the leaſt to favour the Power 
of the Church in her new Definitions of Matters of Faith, you may juſtly 
challenge to your ſelf the name of an excellent Invention, who can find 
that in his Book, which all other Perſons find the directly contrary to. 


Your firſt Citation is out of ch 33. (not 23. as you quote it, or ſome one 


elſe for you) where he is explaining what St. Paul means by Prophanas vo- 
cum novitates. Vocum, ſaith he, 3. e. Dog matum, rerum, ſententiarum novi- 


tates 5 que ſunt vetuſtati, que antiquitati contrarie. I (hall not ſcruple to 


grant you that Vincentins by Dogmata here, doth mean ſuch things as 
the Definitions of your Church are, for he ſpeaks of thoſe things, which all 
Chriitians, who have a care of their Salvation, ate to avoid ; of ſuch things 
as are contrary to all Aztiquity ; and ſuch kind of Dogmata, I freely grant 
the Definitions of your Church to be. Your ſecond Citation is as happy as 
the firſt, cap. 28. Creſcat (ſaith he, ſpeaking of the Church) ſed 7 5 dun- 
taxat genere, in eodem ſcilicet Dag mate, ces ſenſu, eidemque ſententid. 
An excellent place, no doubt, to prove it in the Churches power to define 
new Articles of Faith; becauſe the Church muſt always remain in the 
lame Belief, Sexſe, and Opinion. When his words but little foregoing are, 
Profectus fit ille fidei non "permutatio, which without the help of Engliſh 

xicons you would willingly render by leaving out that troubleſome Par- 


ticle ow, that the beſt progreſs in Faith is by adding new Articles, though it 


as contrary to Reaſon as it is to the ſenſe of Vincentins Lirinenſis. It Vin- 
cextius ſaith, that the Pelagians erred in Dogmate fide (which words a 
| N ther 
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Cap. 2. 


Czp. 3 


Cap. 4. 


Nihil novandum niſi quod traditum eſt. 
Noſq, religianem, non qud vellemus ducere, 


ther appear cap 24. nor 34.) he gives this reaſon for it, becauſe they con- 
tradift the Univerſal Senſe of Antiquity, and the Catholich Church, "cap. 34. 
So that ſtill YVizcentixs, where-ever he ſpeaks ofthis Dogma fide; ſpeaks in 
direct oppoſition to your ſenſe of it, for new Definitions of the Church 
in Matters of Faith. There being ſcarce any Book extant-which doth more 
deſignedly overthrow this Opinion of yours, than that of Vincentinr doth, 
To ſhew therefore how much you have wronged his Lordſhip, and 
what little advantage comes to your cauſe by your inſiſting on Vizcextixs 
his Teſtimony: I ſhall give a brief account both of his Deſign and Book. 
The defign of it, is, to ſhew what ways one ſhould uſe to prevent bein 
deceived, by ſuch who pretend to diſcoyer new Matters of Faith, an 
thoſe he aſſigns to be theſe two, ſettling one's Faith, on the Authority of 
Scripture, and the Tradition of the Catholic Church. But ſince Men would 
enquire, the Canon of Scripture being perfect, and abundantly ſufficient for all 
things, what need can there be of Eccleſiaſtical Tradition £ He anſwers, For 
finding out the» true Sexſe of Scripture, which is diverſly interpreted, by 
Novatianus, Photinus, Sabelliut, Donatus, Arius, Ennomins, Macedomius, 
Apollinaris, &c. In the following Chapter, he tells us, what he means by 
this Eccleſiaſtical Tradition, Quod ubique, quod ſemper, ab omnibus creditum 
eſs, that which hath Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent, joyning in the 
belief of it. And can any new Definitions of the Church pretend to all, 
orany oftheſe ? He after enquires, what is to be done in caſe a particular 
Church ſeparates it ſelf from the Communion of the Catholick * He an- 
ſwers, We ought to prefer the Health of the whole Body, before any peſti- 
ferous or corrupted Member. But in cafe any Novel Contagion ſhould 
ſpread over, not a part only, butendanger the whole Church £ then, ſaith 
he, a Man muſt adhere to Antiquity, which cannot be deceived with a pre- 
tence of Novelty. But if in Antiquity, we find out the Error of two or 
three particular Perſons, or . or Province ; what is then to be done ? 
then, ſaith he, the Decrees of General Councils are to be preferred: Bat in 
caſe there be none > Then he adds, The general conſent of the moſt ap- 
proved Writers of the Church is to be enquired after; and what they all 
with one conſent, openly, frequently, conſtantly held, writ, and taught, 
that let every Man look on himſelf as bound to believe without heſitation. 
Now then, prove but any one of the new Articles of Faith in the Tridentine 
Confeſſion by theſe Rules of Vincentius'; and it will appear, that you have 
produced his Teſtimony to ſome purpoſe : Elſe nothing will be more ſtrong 
and forcible againſt all your Pretences, than this diſcourſe of Vincentius is 3 
which he inlarges by the Examples of the Donatifts,  Arrians, and others, 
in the following Chapters; in which ſtill his ſcope is to aſſert Antiquity, 
| and condemn all Novelties in Matters of Faith under 
any Pretext whatſoever. For this, Ch. 12, 14. he cites 


ſed qud illa duceret, ſequi oportere. Idque 4 multitude of Texts of Scripture; forbidding our 
PR 9 & -»\ following any other Doctrine, but what was deliver- 
nn ons cba. rradere, ( © ed by Chriſt and his Apoſtles ; and Anathematizing all 


majoribus accepta ſervare. cap. 9. 


ſuch as ſhould Preach any other Goſpel : And con- 


dai gate, -/go agus Ebrifianic Cari" cludes that, with this remarkable Speech; It never | 
cuit, nunquam licet nunquam licebit: & Ana- was, never ir, never will be, lawful to propoſe any thing 


rhematizare eas quiddnuncient atiquid;re- (as Matter of Faith) to Chriſtian Catbolicks, beſides 
neee 3 what they have received. And it was, is, and will be 


non opor tuit. nuſqua m non epor tet, 
non oportebit. Vincent. Lerin. cap. 14. 


becoming Chriſtians to Anathematize all ſuch who de- 
clare any thing but what they have received. Do you 


think this Man was not of your mind in the Doctrine of —_— 
tali 
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Crap. III. Dodrine of Fundamental. gr. 
tals 2 Could he do otherwiſe than believe it in the Churches Power to de 


A fine things neceflary to Salvation, who would have all, thoſe Auatbema- 

o tired, who pretend to declare any thing as Matcef of Faith, but what they 

n received as ſuch from their Anceſtors? And after he hath at large exem- 

h lified this in the Photinian, Neſtorian, Apollinarian Herefics, and ſhewed 

v | 2 little the Authority of private Doctors, how excellent ſoe ver, is to be 

. relied on in Matters of Faith; he coneludes again, with this, hat ſoever 

1 ihe Catholick (bureb held univerſally,” that, and ib: A, 

, alone js to be held by particular Perſons. Aad after ad- Qvicqud univerſaliter- antiguitics Eccleſ. 


22 . 1 
mires at the Madneſs, Blindneſs, Perwereneſs of thoſe, — 3 eee ., 
a 


who are not contented with the once delivered and anci- Mireri jo nequeo Fantam quorundam ho. 
| . , v3 minum veſaniam, tantam excecate mentis 

ent Rule of Faith z, but are ſtil] ſccking new things, and earn premiers ends . 
always are itching to add, alter, take away, ſometbing / nem, ut content i nh ſint trait ſemel er 
of Religion (or Matter of Faith) as though that were not  #c*pti antiquitis credendi regal ʒ ſed nov 
, hich ; a dow & nova in diem quærunt, ſempergue aliquid 

a Heavenly Doctrine, whic may ſuffice to. ve once re- geſtiunt religiont addere, mutaje,detraber-, 
vealed ; but an Earthly Inſtitution, which cannot be per- Waſiwnceleſte dogma ſit quod ſemel reve- 
FS, ©: Manuel (orrefiox tad Amid ment. lahot lat um eſſe ſufficiat;ſed terrena inſt1tutio,que 
fed, ut by continuai ( 40 5 nne. aliter gerfiei niſi aſſiduũ emendatione, immo 
this Man now a fit Perſon to explain the ſenſe of Nu, reprebienſiene, gos poſſr. cap. as. 

your Churches new Definitions, and Declarations in 1 


Matters of Faith? And have not you hit very right on this ſenſe of Dogma, 
when here he underſtands by it that Do@rine of Faith, which is not capa- 


A Ky Rwy, Ox 


— 


242 


l, ble of any Addition or Alteration * And thus we underſtand ſufſiciently 
” whar he means by the preſent controverted place ; that if+ Mer: rejett any 
1 part of the Catholic Doctrine, they may 4s well refuſe 1 110) 


2, 1 15 . | ; 
another, and another, till at laſt they rej ect all, By Abdicate enim qualiber parte Catholici 
2 * * dogmiatis, "alta item atq; alio, &c. 
'h the Catholick, Doctrine, ot, Catholicum dogma, there ud aud ad extremun fequertr, if u to 
he means the ſame with the (æleſte dogma before, lum pariter repudiatyr f eap 31. 
| ©Y wh 


do and by both of them underſjands that Doctrine ob ö 
Faith which was once revealed by God, and which is capable of no Addi- | | 


tion atzall, having Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent, going along with 

it; and when you cañ prove that this Catholicum Dogma, doth extend 

n beyond thoſe * which his Lordſhip calls Catholic Maxims, or pro- 
Tr 


— 
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8 perly Fundamental Truths, you will have done ſomething to the purpoſe, 

N which as yet you have failed in. And thus we ſay; Nincentius his Rule is 

good, though we do not ſay, that he was infallible in the Application of it, 

"a but that he might mention " ſuch things to have had Antiquity, Oni. 

. verſality, and Conſent which had not o, ſuch as th buſineſs of not Re- bapri- = 
% Zing: Heel, and the Obſervation ouſter, which you inſtance in. And | 
1 withall we add, - though ide i to be admitted for Matter of Faith | 
, ö which . wants thoſe three Marks, yet ſome things may have all three of 9 
= them, and yet be »o Matters of Faith at all; and therefore not at al] per- 9 
2 tinent to this queltion z ſnch as thoſe, things are Which you inſiſt on, 28s 

oo depoſita dog mata which doubt leſs is à rare way of Probation, viz. to 

= ſhew that by dog mata depoſita, Nincentias means ſome \lryicles, of Faith. 

all which are not Fundamental in the matter of them; and for that make choice 

Ins of ſuch Inſtances which are no Matters of Faith at all: But either ritual Tra- 

1 ditions, or Matters of Order, ſuch as the 775 and Matter of Sacraments, tge 

„ Hierarchy of the Church, Pedlhaptiſmr, not Re: bapiixing Hereticks, the perpe- 

455 tual Virginity of the Virgin Mary. For that of the Canon of Seriptnre, it 

* will be elſewhere conſidered, as likewiſe thoſe other Church-traditions. © 

* How the Church ſbould ſtil keep, hoc idem quod antea, as you confeſs ſhe. 

ou ought, and yet make ſome things neceſſary to he believed by all, which before 

5 her Declaration were not ſo, is ſomewhat bard to concei ve and;yet both 


1 E | N 2 | | theſe 
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theſe you aſſert together. Is that which is neceſſaty to be believed 

all, the ſame with that which was not neceſſary to be fo believed 7 If the 
ſame meaſure of Faith will not ſerve after, which would have done be. 
fore, is there not an alteration made? Tes, you grant, as to bur believing, 
but not as to the thing, for that is the ſame it war. But do yo in the mean 
time confider what kind of thing that is which you Peak of, Which is x 
thing propounded to be believed, and conſidered in no othet teſpect, but as it 
is revealed by God in order to our believing it; now when the fame thing 
which was required only to be believed implicitly. f. e. not at all ne- 
ceſſarily, is now propounded to be believed exprefly and neceſſarily ; the 
Fundamental nature of it, as an Obje® of Faith, is altered. For that which 
you call Implicit Faith, doth really imply as to all thoſe things tO be be- 
lieved tmplicitly, that there is an jndifferency, whether they be believed 
or no; nothing being neceſſary to be believed, - but what is propounded 
to be expreſly believed: Which being ſo, Can it be imagined there 
ſhould be a greater alteration in a Matter of Faith, than from its being 
indifferent whether it were believed or no, to become neceffary to be 
expreſly believed by all in order to Salvation? And Where there is ſuch 


an alteration as this in the thing to be believed, ho can without the he] 


5.13. 
T. 39. 


Nuid fi novella aliqua contagio non jam 


of a very commodious implicit Faith believe, that. ſtill this is hoc ie 
oo antes, the very ſame as a Matter of Faith, which it was before? 
hough #he Church were careful to preſerve every Iota and 1 ittle of Sacred 
Doctrine; yet I hope it follows not, that every Iota and 7ittle is of as 
much conſequence, 400 as neceſſary to be believed, as the main ſubſtance 
of Chriſtian Doctrine. Although when any Doctrine was violently oppoſed in 
the Church ſhe might declare her owning it by ſome Overt dd Yet thence it 
doth not follow, that the Iyterndl Aſent to every thing ſo declared isas 
neceſſary, as to that Propdſition, that Jeſws is abe Son of God, the belief of 
which the Scripture tells us was the main deſign of the writing of. Seri- 
pture. That General Councils, rightly proceeding, may be great helps to the 
Faith of Chriſtians, I know none that deny.z but · that by virtue of their 
Definitions any thing becomes neceſſary to be believed, which was not ſo 
before, remains yet to be proved. „ ; 

You much wonder his Lord ſhip ſnould Father that Saying on Vinees- 
tius, That, If new DoFrines be added to the old, the Church, which in Sacrari- 
um verititis, the Repoſitory of Verity, may be changed in Lupa nar errorum, 
which, his Lordſhip ſaith, bes loth to Engliſh : For you tell us, That Vincen- 
tivs is ſo far from entertaining tht leaſt thought of it, that be preſently adds, 
Deus avertat, Godforbid it 
ſhould ſay, The Church of Rome may be in time overſpread with the Ma- 
hometan Religion, but God forbid it ſhould be ſo ; Were he not an excellent 
Diſputer, who ſhould bence infer it impoſſible ever to be ſo? What you 
add out of Vincentizs, only proves, that he did not believe it was ſo in his 
time, but doth not in the leaſt prove, that he believed it 7»ypoſſzble that 


ever it ſhould be fo afterwards ; but notwirhſtanding all that you. ſay, it 


is evident enough, that Vincentizs believed it a very ſuppoſable Caſe, by 
that Queſtion he puts elſewhere. What if any nem 


tiunculam tantum, ſed totam pariter ale. . contagion doth not only emdeavonr to defile a part only, 
am commaculare conetur ? tunc item provi- ht the whole Church? In which he faith, we are to adhere 


debit, ut antiquitati inbereat. cap. 4 


| to Antiquity. If you anſwer, he ſpeaks only of an Fu- 
deavour + lt is foon replied, That he ſpeaks of ſuch an Endeavony as puts 
Men to diſpute a Queſtion, what they are to do in ſuch a Cale, and he te- 


ſolves at that time, they ate not to adhere to the judgment of 1 
. | Cure h, 


be ſo.. A ſtout Inference ! Juſt as if one 
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Church, but to that of Antiquity, which is all we deſire in that Caſe, viz. 
That the preſent Church may ſo far add to Matters of Faith, that we can in 
no reaſon be obliged to rely only upon her judgment. Wherein we are to 
confider, the Qeſtion is not of that you call tlie diff, but the repreſer- 
tative Church, all which may be overſpread, and yet but a part of the o- 
ther; but yet if that Church, whoſe judgment you (ay only is to be relied 
on may be ſo infected. itis all oue as to thoſe who are to be guided by her 
judgment, whether the other be of tio. For here eadem eſt ratio non entis 
non apparentis, becauſe it is not the Reality, but the Manifeſtation which 
is the Ground of Men's relying on the Churches judgment. So that if as to 
all outward appearance, and all Judicial AFs of the Church, ſhe may recede 
from the ancient Faith, and add rovitfa veleribus, (whether all particular 
Perſons in it do ſo or no) all grotmd of rel the judgment of that 
urch, is thereby taken away. Whether it be the Church her ſelf, or Here 
ticks in the Church which malle theſe Additions, is very little material, if 
thefe Hereticks, who add thefe mew Articles of Faith, may carry themielves 
{0 cunningly, as to get themſelves the Reputation of the Catholick Church - 
And ſo that which ought to have been Sacrarium veritatis, may become 
intpioram & turphm errorum Lupanar : Which your Church is concerned 
not to have Ezgliſhed ; but by the help of Rider, and other good Author: 
of yours, it is ao hard matter to come to underftand it. And thus we ſee 
how much you have abufed his Lordſhip, in charging him with athree- 
fold Falſification of Viwcentins Lirinenſis. | | 


* 


The ſecond thing which ils Lordſhip anf wets, is, That all Determinati- 874 
ont of the Church ure not made firm to us by nth and the ſame Divine Reve- 390.16: 


lation 3 becauſe ſome are made by Scripture, 4nd. others, as Stapleton) ſaith, 
without any evident or probable Teſtimony of Holy Writ : Though therein Bel- 
larmine falls quite ＋ and confeſſes in expreſs Ternes, that notbing cum be cer- 


tain by certainty of Faith, unleſs it be contained immediately in the Word of 


God ; or. be deduced thence by evident Conſequence. Your only deſign here, 
is, to vindicate your two great Champions from contradicting each 


other, which though it be of little Cohſequence to the main Aſſertion of p. 42. u. 9. 


his Lordſhip, which you knew well enough, and therefore carefully 
avoid the main Charge of your Enemy, to part two of your quarrelling 
Friends: Yet fince you intend this fork Tryal of your SA, we mult ſee 
how well ydu play your Prize. Stapleton, ſay pon, means that we muſt 
ſubmit to the Determinations of the Church, and the Traditions ſhe approves, 
though they be not eæpreſiy contained im Scripture. Excellently well gueſſed 
at Stapletors meaning! when the very words 208 ate out of him are, 
Me ought not to deny our Aſent in Matters of Faith, though we have them 
only by Tradition, or the Deciſions of the Chureb againſt Hereticks, and not 
confirmed with evident or probable Teftimony of Scripture. What a rare 
Interpreter are you 1 ſince your acquaintance with Rider, and other 
Engliſo Lexicons ? Who make not denying Aﬀent in Matters of Faith, to be 
the fame with ſubmitting to the Churches Determinations, when you know 
well enough, we plead for Submiſſion to the Churches Determinations, where 


there may be a liberty as to internal Aſent: And it is as good to make no 


evident or probable Teſtimony of Scripture the ſame with not being expreſly con- 
tained in Scripture , as though nothing which was not exprefly contained 
in Scripture, could have any probable Teſtimony from thence. And from 
this we may gueſs what an eaſie matter it is for you to accommodate all 
Perſons who differ, if one ſays Les, and the other No, you will tell them 
they do not differ, but that one of them by Ter, means No, and the _ 

2 | * 
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by No, means Tes. Juſt ſo here you reconcile Stapleton and Belarmine ; for 
you ſay, Stapleton by [no probable Teſtimony ] means ſome kind of pro- 
bable Teſtimony, viz, ſuch as though not expreſs, may be yet deduced 
from Scripture; and Bellarmine, when he ſpeaks of God's written Word, as 
the Ground of Certainty, means that which is neither God's Mord, nor yet 
written, viz. Tradition. I never met with one who had a better faculty of 
reconciling than you ſeem to have by this attempt. But his Lordſhip. had 
prevented this Subterfuge as to Bellarmine and Stapleton, as if Stapleton 
v. 40. ſpake of the Word of God ritten, and Bellarmine of the Mord of God un- 
written (as he calls Tradition.) For Bellarmine, faith he, there treats of the 
Knowledge which a Man hath of the certainty of his own Salvation. And hope 
A. C. will not tell us there's any Tradition extant unwritten, by which parti. 
cular Men may have aſſurangg of their ſeveral Salvations. Therefore Bellar- 
mine's whole Diſputation there, is quite beſide the matter Or elſe, he muſt 
ſpeak of the written Word, and ſo liecroſs to Stapleton, as is mention d. You 
tell us, This Reaſon is very ſtrange : But I dare ſay, yours exceeds it in 
ſtrangeneſs, which is, becauſe Bellarmine's deſign was to \ſhew, there was no 
ſuch unwritten lradition to be found. But doth Bellarmine diſpute againſt 
any body or no body? If he diſpures againſt any body upon your Princi- 
ples, thoſe whom he diſputes again(t muſt be ſuch, who aſſert that Men 
may have certainty of Faith concerning their Salvation from Tradition; 
and you would do well to tells us, whothoſe were that pretended that there, 
was a Tradition or unwritten Word delivered down from the Apoſtles, that 
they ſhould be ſaved. And though Bellarmine was not to affirm this, yet 
thoſe he diſputed againſt, upon your Principles muſt be ſuppoſed to da 
it. But certainly you 8 4 none of your Readers did ever intend to 
look into Bellarmine for the place in Controverſie; for if they did, nothin 

could be more plain, than that Be/armine's Reaſon againſt Catharinus and 
others, proceeds wholly and only upon the writtes Word. For, 1. When 
Bellarm. de he ſaith, that Nothing can be certain with the certainty of Faith, but what 
juſtific. 1.3. 3s either immediately contained in the Word of God, or may be deduced 

c S. fel. a. phence by evident conſequence, becauſe Faith can reſt on nothing, but the 
Authority of God's Word ; he adds, That of this Principle, neither the Catho. 

licks nor the Hereticks doubt. But I pray, do thoſe whom Bellarmine 

there calls Hereticks, acknowledge» the unwritten Word as a Foundation 

for the certainty of Faith in the Caſe Diſputed ? Therefore it is plain, he 

ſpeaks excluſively of a written Word. 2. When he mentions the Aſ- 

ſumption, he evidently explains himſelf of the written Nord; for, faith 

he, There is no ſuch Propoſition contained in the Word of God, that ſuch and 

ſuch a particular Perſon is juſtified for there are none mentioned therein, 

ſave Mary Magdalen, and a certain Paralytick, of whom it is ſaid, their Sins 

are forgiven them. Cæteri homines in ſacris literis ud nominantur quidem. 

And will Rider, and your other good Friends the Engliſh Lexicons, help 

> you to interpret Sacre literæ by umwritten Traditions Could any 
one that had either any common Senſe left in him, or elſe had not a 


P. 43. 


deſign moſt groſly to impoſe on his Readers, offer to perſwade Men, 


that Bellarmine could here underſtand the Mord of God in a Senſe common 
to Scripture and Tradition. If you can prove that Bellarmine ſaith otherwiſe 
elſewhere, you are ſo far from reconciling Bellarmine and Stapleton, that 

you will not eafily reconcile Bellarmine to himſelf. | | 
p. 43, 44 The remainder of this Chapter either refers to ſomething to be handled 
afterwards, as the Jafallibility of the Church and Councils, or elie barely repeats 
what hath been diſcuſſed already concerning your ſenſe of nnn 
there- 
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that all Men are bound to think thoſe things neceſſary to Salvation, which 
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therefore I dare not preſume ſo far on the Reader's Patience, as to give 
him the ſame things over and over. | 1 105 


4 


— —— nt 
| CHAP. IV. 2 
, The Proteſtant Doctrine of Fundamentals vindicated. 


The unreaſonableneſt of demanding a Catalogue of Fundamentals. The. Creed 
contains the Fundamentals of Chriſtian Communion. The belief of Scrip- 
ture Juppoſed by it. The Diſpute concerning the Senſe of Chriſt s Deſcent 
into Hell, and Mr. Rogers his Book confeſſed by T. C. impertinent : With 
others of the ſame nature. T. C' Fraud, in citing his Lordfhip's words. 

Of Papiſts and Proteitants Unity. The Moderation of the Charch of Eng- 

land, compared with that of Rome. Her grounds of Faith juſtified. In- 


fant-Baptiſm how far proved out of Scripture alone. 


is Chapter begins with 4 very pertinent Queſtion, as you call ii: We 
might the eaſter believe it to be fo, becauſe it is none of your own 
propoſing ; but yet your very calling it, a pertinent Queſtion, renders it li- 
able to ſuſpicion, and upon examination, it will be found both unreaſon- 
able and impertinent. The Queſtion was, What Points the Biſhop would ac- 
count ogy wg! and that you may ſhew how peceflary this Queſtion 
was, you ad 

believe under pain of Damnation ; and others not Fundamental, which we may, 
without Sin, queſtion, or deny ; it behoves us much to know, what they are. I 
have ever 4% led, lay you, 4 fatisfattory Anſwer from Proteſtants to this Que- 
ſtion, but could never yet have it in the ſenſe demanded. An unhappy Man 
you are, who, it ſeems, have in your time propounded more fooliſh Queſti- 
ons, than a great many wiſe Men were ever able to anſwer: But, is it not e- 
very jot as reaſonable, That ſince your Church pretends to the power of ma- 
king things neceſſary to the Salvation of all, which were not ſo before, we 
ſhould have from you an exact Catalogue of all your Churches Definitions? If 
for that, you refer us to the Confeſſion of Faith, at the end of the Council of 
Trent; ſo may not we, with far greater reaſon, ſend you back to the Apo- 
ſtolical Greed? There being no Objection which will hold againſt this be- 
ing a Catalogue of our Fundamentals, but will hold againſt that being a Ca- 
talogue of yours. Nay, you affert ſuch things your ſelf concerning the neceſ- 
ſity of believing things defined by the Church, as mike it impoſſible for 
you to aſſign the definite number of ſuch things, as are neceſſary for all 
Perſons, and therefore it is very unreaſonabſe to demand it of us. For 
ſtill, when yon ſpeak, that the things defined by the Church, are neceſſary 
to the Salyation of all, you add, Where they are ſuſftci ntly propounded ; (0 
that the Meaſure of Fundamentals depends on the ſufftciency of the 3 
tion. Now, will you undertake to allen what number of things are ſuffi- 
ciently propounded to the belief of all Perfons > Can you ſet down the 
exact bounds, as to all Individyals, when their Ignorante is inexcuſable, 
and when not? Can you tell what the meaſure of their Capacity was ? 
What allowance God makes for the Prejudices of Education, where there is 
a Mind deſirous of Iuſtruction? Will you fay, God accounts all thoſe things 
ſufficiently propoſed to Men's Belief, which you judge to be ſo? Or, 


you 


v For if be will have ſome Fundamental, which we are bound to P. 48. u. l. 
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you think ſo 7 By what means ſhall the Churches Power of defining Mat. 
ters of Faith, be ſufficiently propoſed to Men as an Article of Faith? Ei- 
ther by its own Definition, or without? If by it; the thing is propoſed 


to be believed, which is ſuppoſed to be believed already, before that Pro. 


poſition 3 or elſe the Enquiry returns with as great force, Why ſhould 1 
believe that Definition more than any other? If without it; then the ſuf. 
ficiency-of Propofition, and the neceſſity of Believing depends not on the 
Churches Definition. Theſe Queſtions Iam apt to think pertinent and ne- 
ceſſary as yours was: And, now you know my Senſe, and are ſo diſconten- 
ted you could never meet with a ſatisfactory Anſwer from Proteſtants, pre- 
vent the ſame diſſatisfaction in me, by giving a punQual Anſwer to ſuch 
neceſſary. Queſtions. But, if you think the Demands unreaſonable, becauſe 
they depend on ſuch things, which none can know but God himſelf; I pray 
accept of that as a ſatisfactory Anſwer to your own very pertinent Queſt ion. 

But if the Queſtion be propounded not concerning what things are Fun- 
damental and neceſſary to particular Perſons, which on the Reaſons formerly 
given, it is impoſſible to give a Catalogue of, but, of ſuch things which are 
neceſſary to be owned for Chriitian Communion, as I have ſhewed this Queſti- 
on of Fundamentals ought only to be taken here; then his Lordſbip's An- 
ſwer was more pertinent than the Queſtion, wiz. That all the Points of the 
Creed were ſuch : For, faith he, Since the Fathers make the Creed the Rule of 
Faith; ſince the agreeing Senſe of Scripture, with thoſe Articles, are the two re- 
gular Precepts, by which a Divine is governed about the Faith; ſince your own 


Council of Trent decrees, That it is that Principle of Faith, in which all that 


profeſs Chriſt, do neceſſarily agree, & Fundamentum firmum & unicum, not 
the firm only, but the only Foundation ; ſince it is Excommunication ipſo jure, 


for any Man to contradi@ the Articles contained in that Creed; ſince the whole - 


Body of Faith is ſo contained in the Creed, as that the ſubſtance of it mas le- 
lieved even before the coming of Chriſt ; though not ſo expreſiy as ſence, in the 


number of the Articles: Since Bellarmine confeſſes, I hat all things ſimply neceſſa- 


ry for all Men's Salvation, are inthe Creed and Decalogue, What reaſon can you 
have to except? Thus far his Lordſhip. Though from hence it appears, what 
little reaſon you have to except; yet becauſe of that, expect your Excepti- 
ons the ſooner : And therefore very fairly paſſing by the Senſe of the Fa- 
thers, you ask concerning the Council of Trent; I hat if, that call the Creed 
the only Foundation 2 Are you come to a What if, with the Council of Trent 2 
But I ſuppoſe, it is not from diſputing its Authority, but its meaning; for 
you would ſeem to underſtand it only. of prime Articles of Faith, and not of 


ſuch as all are bound upon ſufficient Propoſition expreſly to believe; for that is 


all the ſenſe I can make of your words. But, whoever was ſo filly, as to 
ſay, that all ſuch things which are to be believed on ſuſſicient Propoſition 
that they are revealed by God, are contained in the Creed? When you 
ſeem to imply, That this was the Senſe the Queſtion was propounded 
in, it is a ſign you little attend to the Conſequence of things: When it is 
moſt evident, that the Queſtion was (ſtarted concerning the Greek Church, 
and therefore muſt refer only to ſuch Fundamentals, as are neceſſary to be 
owned in order to the Being of a true Church. And when you can prove, 
that any other Articles are neceſſary to that, beſides thoſe contained in 
the Creed, you will do ſomething to purpoſe, but not before. But, you 
ſuppoſe them to take the Creed in a very large ſenſe, who would lay up in the 


folds of it all particular Points of Faith whatever : And I am ure, this is not 


the ſenſe it is to be taken in here, nor that in jwhich his Lordſhip took 


v. 44- it. He faith indeed, That if he had ſaid, that thoſe Articles only which are 


expreſſed 
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expreſſed in the Creed, are Fundamental, it would have been hard to have 
excluded the Scripture, upon which the Creed it ſelf in every Point is grounded. 
For nothing is ſuppoſed to ſhut ont its own Foundation. And this is built on 
very good reaſon. For the things contained in the Creed are propoſed as 
matters to be believed; all Faith muſt ſuppoſe a Divine Teſtimony reveal- 
ing thoſe things to us, as the ground on which we believe them; this Di- 
vine Teſtimony is never pretended to be contained in the Ceed; but that 
it is only a ſummary Collection of the moſt neceſſary Points which God hath 
revealed 3 and therefore ſomething elſe muſt be ſuppoſed as the ground 


l and formal reaſon why we aſſent to the truth of thoſe things therein con- 
> " tained. So that the Creed muſt ſuppoſe the Scripture, as the main and 
7 only Foundation of believing the matters of Faith therein contained. But 
: ſay you, If all the Scripture be included in the Creed, there appears no great P.45.0. 2. 
: reaſon of ſcruple, why the ſame ſhould not be ſaid of Traditions, and other 
7 Point:; eſpecially of that for which we admit Scripture it ſelf. But, do you 
e make no difference between the Scripture being ſuppoſed as the ground of 
þ Faith, and all Scripture being contained in the Greed £ And doth not his 
a Lordſhip tell you, That though ſome Articles may be Fundamental, which are 
, infolded in the Creed, it would not follow, that therefore ſome unwritten Tra- 
f ditions were Fundamental; for, though they may have Authority, and uſe, in 
4 the Church, as Apoſtolical, yet are they not Fundamental in the Faith. And as 
, for that Tradition, That the Books of Holy Scripture are Divine, and Infal- 
f lible in every part; be promiſes to handle it, when he comes to the proper 
t place for it. And there we ſhall readily attend what you have to objett 
1 to what his Lordſhip ſaith about it. 
"= But yet you ſay, His Lordſhip doth not anſwer the Queſtion, as far as it g. ., 
- was neceſſary to be anſwered ;, we ſay, he doth. No, ſay you: For the Que- | 
e ſtion ariſing concerning the Greek Churches error, whether it were Funda- | 
*Y mental or no; Mr. Fiſher demanded of the Biſhop, What Points he would b. 46. 
4 account Fundamental to which he anſwers, That all Points contained in the 
it Creed, are ſuch, but yet not only they; and therefore this was no direct Anſwer 
j- to the Queſtion ,, for, though the Greeks error was not againſt the Creed, yet 
j- it may be againſt ſome other Fundamental Article not contained in the Creed: 
4 This you call fine ſhuffling. To which I anfwer, That when his Lordſhip 
2 ſpake of its not being Fundamentum unicum in that ſenſe, to exclude all 
Ty things not contained in the Creed from being Fundamental; he ſpake it 
of with an immediate reſpect to the belief of Scripture, as an Infallible Rule | 
i5 of Faith For, faith he, The truth is, I ſaid, and ſay ſtil, That all the Points P. 43-0. 2. 
0 of the Apoſtles Creed, as they are there expreſſed, are Fundamental. And 
2 herein I ſay no more than ſome of your beſt learned have ſaid before me. But, 
Ju never ſaid or meant, that they only are Fundamental; that they are Fun- 
ed damentum unicum, # the Council of Trents, t not mine. Mine is, That 
is the belief of Scripture to be the word of God and Infalible, is an equal, or 
h, rather a Preceding Principle of Faith, with, or to, the whole body of the Creed. 
be Now, what reaſon can you have to call this ſhuffling, unleſs you will 
'e, rank the Greeks error equal with the denying the Scripture to be the Word 
in of God ? otherwiſe, his Lordſhips Anſwer is as full and pertinent, as 
du your cavil is vain and trifling. His Lordſhip adds, That this agrees with 
he one of your own great Maſters, Albertus Magnus, who is not far from the Pro- 
Of poſetion, in terminis. To which your Exceptions are ſo pitiful, that I ſhall 
ok anſwer them without reciting them; for he that ſuppoſes the ſenſe of 
are Scripture, joyned with the Articles of Faith, to be the Rule of Faith, as 
ſed Albertus doth, muſt certainly ſuppoſe the belief of the Scripture N as 
A } O or 
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Word of God, elſe how is it poſſible its ſenſe ſhould be the Rule of Faith > 
Again, it is not enough, for you to ſay, That he believed other Articles of 
Faith, beſides thoſg,in the Creed, but, that he made them a Rule of Faith 
together with the fence of Scripture. 3. All this while here is not one 
word of Tradition, as the ground on which theſe Articles of Faith were 
to be believed. If this therefore be your way of anſwering, I know none 
will contend with you for ſine ſbuffling. What follows concerning the 
right ſenſe of the Article of the Deſcent of Chriſt into Hell; ſince you ſay, Toy 
will not much trouble your ſelf about it, as being not Fundamental either in hit 
Lordſhips ſenſe, or ours ; I look on that expreſſion as ſufficient to excuſe me 
from undertaking ſo needleſs a trouble, as the examining the ſeveral ſenſes 
of it; ſince you acknowledge, That no one determinate ſenſe is Fundamen- 
tal, and therefore not pertinent to our buſineſs. Much leſs ts that which 
follows concerning Mr. Rogers his Book and Authority; in which, and 
that which depends upon it, I ſhall only give you your own words for 
an Anſwer, That truly ] conceive it of ſmall importance to ſpend much time 
upon this ſubject; and (hall not ſo far contradict my judgment as to do 
that, which, I think, when it is done, is to very little purpoſe. Of the 
ſame nature is that of Catharinus; for it ſignifies nothing to us, whether 
you aceount him an Heretick or no, who know, Men are not one jot 
more or leſs Hereticks, for your accounting them to be ſo or not. | 
$4 You call the Biſhop, your good friend, in ſaying, That all Proteſtants d. 
P. 43.0.6. agree with the Church of England in the main Exceptions, which they joyntly 
take againſt the Roman Church, as appears by their ſeveral Confeſſzons. For 
(ſay you) by their agreeing in this,” but in little or nothing elſe, they ſufficient- 
ly ſhew themſelves enemies to the true Church, which is one, and only one, by 
nity of Doctrine; from whence they muſt needs be judged to depart, by rea- 
ſon of their Diviſions. As good a friend as you ſay his Lordſhip was to you, 
in that ſaying of his, I am ſure you ill requite him for his K indzeſs, by ſo 
palpable a falſification of his words, and abuſe of his meaning. And all 
that Friendſhip you pretend, lies only in your leaiing out that part of 
the Sentence, which takes away all that you build on the reſt. For where 
doth his Lordſbiy ſay, That the Proteſtants only agree in their main Excep- 
tions againſt the Roman Church, and not in their Doctrines? Nay, doth 
P. 50.0.1. he not exprelly ſay, That they agree in the chiefeſt DoArines, as well as main 
Exceptions, which they 1ake againſt the Church of Rome, as appears by their 
ſeveral Confeſſions But you, very conveniently to your purpoſe, and 
with a fraud ſuitable to your Cauſe, leave out the firſt part of agreement in 
the chiefeſt DoFrines, and mention only the latter, leſt your Declamation 
{ſhould be ſpoiled as to your Unity, and our Diſagreements. But we ſee 
by this, by what means you would perſwade men of both, by Arts and 
, Devices, fit only to deccive ſuch, who look only on the appearance and 
outſides of things; and yet even there, he that ſees not your growing Di- 
viſions, is a great ſtranger to the Chriſtian world. Your great Argument 
P. 47. u. 4. of the Unity of your party, becauſe, whatever the private Opinions of men 
are, they are ready to ſubmit their judgments to the cenſure and determination 
of the Church ; if it be good, will hold as well (or better) for our Unity, 
as yours, becauſe all men are willing to ſubmit their judgments to Scrip- 
ture, which is agreed on all ſides to be Infallible. If you ſay, That it can- 
not be known what Scripture determines, but it may be eaſily what the Church 
defines e It is eaſily anſwered, that the event ſhews it to be far otherwiſe; 
for how many Diſputes are there, concerning the Power of determining 
matters of Faith? to whom it belongs, in what way it muſt be managed, 
| | whether J } 
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whether Parties ought to be heard in Matters of Doctrine, what the mean- 
ing of the Decrees are, when they are made, which raiſe as many Diviſi- 
ons as were before them, as appears by the Decrees of the Council of Trent, 
and the latter of Pope Innocemt relating to the five Propoſitions So that 
upon the whole it appears, ſetting afide Force and Fraud (which are ex- 
cellent Principles of Chriſtian ©nity) we are upon as fair Terms of Union 
as you are among your {el ves. | | 
You tell us, That your Church doth Anathematize only ſuch Perſons as are 
obſtinate ; but who are they whom ſhe accounts obſtinate ? Even all who 
diſſent from her in any Punckilio. And therefore this is a ſingular piece of 
Moderation in your Church. And, you believe the Troubles of Chriſtendom 
rather come from too pot freedom taken in Matters of Faith, than from any 


Severity in the Church of Rome. The truth is, you have excellent ways of en- 


ding Controverſies, much like perſwading Men to put out their Eye, to enil 
the Diſputes about the nature of Colours; and if they will not hearken to 
ſuch prudent Counſel, they are pronounced Obſtinate and Perverſe, for of- 
fering to keep their Eyes in their Head. And if Men will not ſay, that 
White is Black, when your Church bids them do it, theſe Men are the tron- 
blers of Iſrael, and the Fomenters of the Diſcords of the Chriſtian World. 
But if your Church had kept to the primitive Simplicity and Moderation, 
and not offered to define Matters of Faith; the occaſion of moſt of the 
Controverſies of the Chrii#iax World had been taken away. Believe what 
you will, and ſpeak what you liſt ; there are none who conſider what they 
believe or ſpeak, but eaſily diſcover whence the great Diſſentions of the 
Chriſtian World have riſen, viz. from the Ambition and Uſurpation of the 
Church of Rome, which hath not been contented to have introduced many 
filly Superſtitions into the publick*Exerciſe of Devotion; but, when any 
of theſe came to be diſcovered, thought it her beſt courſe to defend her 
Corruptions with greater ; by inforcing Men to the belief of them, and 
thereby rendring a Separation from her Communion unavoidable by all 
rhoſe who fought to retrieve the Piety and Devotion of the Primitive 
Church, And yet this muſt be call'd Schiſa, and Perſons attempting it He. 
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reticks, by that ſame Pious and Lender. hearted Mother of yours, who loves her 


Children ſo dearly, that if they do but deſire any Reformation of Abuſes, 
the takes all poſſible care they ſhall complain no more. As though the only 
way to prevent quarelling in the World, were to cut out Peoples Tongues, 
and cut off their Arms; ſuch a kind of Onity hath your Church ſhewed 
her ſelf very defirous of, where-ever Power and Conveniency have met for 
the carrying it on. But, I hope, you will give us leave, not to envy the 
Unity of thoſe, who therefore agree in the Church, becauſe, as ſoon as they 
do in the leaſt differ from it, they are pronounced not to be of it, for op- 
poling the Determinations of it. And yet, notwithſtanding, the Violence 
and Fraud uſed in your Church to preſerve its Unity, the World is alarm'd 
with the noiſe of its Diſſentions, and the increaſe of the differing Parties, 
who manage their Conteſts with great Heats and Animoſities againſt each 


other, under all the great Pretences of your Unity. I cannot but therefore 
judge it a very prudent Expreſſion of his Lordſhip, That as the Church of F. 50. u.. 


England z not ſuch a Shrew to her Children, as to deny her Bleſſing, or de- 
 *ounce an Anathema againſt them, if ſome peaceably diſſent in Some particu- 
lars remoter from the Foundation So, if the Church of Rome, fince ſhe 
grew to her Greatneſs, had not been ſo fierce in this courſe, and too particular 


in determining too many things, and making them Matters of neceſſary Belief, 


which had gone for many hundred of Tears before, only for things of pions Opi- 
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nion; Chriſtendom (1 perſwade my ſelf) had been in happier Peace at this 

p. 49 day, than, I doubt, we ſhall ever live to ſee it. And it is an excellent Rea. 
{on you give, why the Church of Rome doth impoſe her DoQrine on the 

| whole World, under pain of Damnation; becauſe it is not in her power 10 
| do otherwiſe. There is little hopes then of amendment in her, if ſhe thinks 
ſo. But, you tell us, Chriſt hath commanded her to do it. What hath he com. 
manded her to do? To add to his Doctrine by making things neceſſary, 

which he never made to be ſo ? Is it in that place, where he bids the Apo- 

& files, to teach all that he commanded them, thathe gives power to the Church, 

to teach more than he commanded? But this is a new kind of Su- 

'pererogation, to make more Articles of Faith, than ever Men were required 

to make. Where (till is this Command extant in Scripture * Not ſure any 

where, but in that moſt appoſite place produced to that, and all other 
good purpoſes which have nothing elſe to prove them ; even Die Eccleſæ, 

Tr be will not hear the Church, let him be to thee as a Heathen and a Publican; 

therefore the Church of Rome is commanded by Chriſt, to impoſe her Do- 

frine on the whole Church, upon pain of Damnation. Sure you will pro- 
nounce Mea obſtinate, that dare in the leaſt queſtion this, after ſo irrefra- 
gable a demonſtration of it. And you may well cry, Scripture is not fit to 

decide Controverſies, when you conſider the lame Conſequences, you, a- 

boveall Men, derive from it. 3 

6. 6. His Lordſhip ſhews the Moderation of the Church of England, even in 

p. 51.0.2. that Canon which A. C. looks on as the moſt ſevere, where ſhe pronoun- 

| ces Excommunication on ſuch as affirm, that the Articles are in any part 

Superſtitious or Erroneous, Ic. by theſe things. 1. That it js not tant of 

c ; Men's private judgments, but of what they boldly and publickly affirm. g. That 

it is one thing to hold contrary to ſome part of an Article; and another, poſttive- 

ly to affirm, That the Articles in any part are Superſtitions or Errombous. 3. The 

Church of England doth this only for thirty nine Articles; but the Church of 

| Rome doth it, for above a hundred in matter of Doctrine. 4. The Church of 

1 England never declared, That every one of her Articles are Fundamental in 

{if the Faith; but the Church of Rome requires, that all be belieped as Funda- 

mental, when once the Church hath determined them. 5. The Church of Eng- 

land preſcribes only to her own Children, and by thoſ Articles provides but 

for her own peaceable conſent in thoſe DoFrines of Iruth. But the Church of 

Rome ſeverely impoſes her Doctrine upon the whole World, under pain of Dam- 

nation. To all theſe very conſiderable Inſtances of our Churches Modera- 

tion, your Anſwer is, The Queſtion is not, Whether the Engliſh Congregati- 

P.49.n. 3. on, or the Roman Church be more ſevere ; but, Whether the Engliſh * „ 

Severity be not unreaſonable ; ſuppoſing ſhe be ſubject to Error in defining 

thoſe Articles. For after many other wards to the ſame, i. e. little purpoſe, the 

Reaſon you give for it, is, That every unjuſt Excommunication inflicted for 
oppoſing of Doctrine, muſt neceſſarily Juppeſe the Doctrine oppoſed to be infalli- 

v bly true, and abſolutely exempt from or otherwiſe the Sentence it ſelf 
would be unreaſonable and unjuſt, as wanting ſuſſicient ground. From whence 
you charge Proteſtants with greater Tyranny and Ixjuſtice towards their 
People, than they can with any colour or pretence of Reaſon, charge upon 
the Roman Church, which Excommunicates no Man, but for denying 
ſuch Doctrine as is both infalliliy true, arid alſo Fundamental, at leaſt a5 to 
its formal Object. This is the ſtrength of all you (ay, which will be reduced 

. to this ſhort Queſtion, Whether the proceedings of that Church be more 
unreaſonable, which excommunicates ſuch as openly oppoſe her Doctrine, 
ſuppoſing her Fallible; or of that Church, which excommunicates um 
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will not believe whatever ſhe defines to be Infallibly true. This is the true 
State of th overſie,, which muſk, be judged by the reſolving another 
Queſtion; Whether it be not a more unreaſonable Oſurpation, to bind Men 
upon pain of Damnation hereafter, and Excommunication here, to be- 
lieve every thing Ixfallible which a Church defines, or to bind Men to Peace 
to a Churches Determinations, reſerving to Men the liberty of 'theiPjudg- 
ments, on pain of Excompunication, if they violate that Peace: For it 
is plain on the one (ide, where a Church pretends Infallibility, the Excom- 
munication is ditected againſt the Perſons for refuſing to give Jaternal4/: 
ſent to what ſhe defines : But, where a Church doth not d to that, the 
Excommunication reſpects wholly that Overt Ad, whereby the Chnrches 
Peace is broken. And if a Church be bound to look to her own Peace, no by 
doubt the hath power to Excommunicate ſuch as openly violate the Bonds 
of it; which is only an Act of Caution in a Church, to preſerve her ſelf in 
Uvzity ; but where it is given out, that the Church e, the Excom- 
munication muſt be ſo much the more unteaſonable, becauſe it is againſt 


thoſe Internal Acts of the Mind, over which the Church, as ſuch, hath no 
direct Power. And thus, I hope 


you ſee how much more juſt and rea- 
ſonable the Proceedings of our Church are than of yours; and that, e 0. 


wine, becauſe ſhe pretends to be infallible, and ours doth not. 

His Lordſhip ſhews further in Vindication. of the Church of England, and 5 20 
ber grounds of Faith, that the Church of England grounded her Poſitive Bro 15 Ng 
ticles upon Scripture ; and her Negativg do refute there, where the thing im- 
ed by them, is not affirmed by Scripture, nor dire#ly to be concluded ont of it. 
And this (he ſaith) à the main Principle of all Proteſtants,-that Scripture n 
ſuſficient to Salvation, and contains in it all things neceſſary to it. The Fa- 
thers are plain, the Schoolmen not ſirangers in it. And, Stapleton himſelf 
confeſſes as much. Nay, and you dare not deny it, as to all material Ob- 
jets of Faith, and your formal here ſigniſies nothing. And when A. C. 
ſaith, That the Church of England grounded her Poſitive Articles upon Scri- 
pture, if themſelves may be Judges in their-own cauſe. His:Lordſhip anſwers, b. 53. u. 2: 
We are contented to be judged by the joynt and conſtant belief of the" Fathers, 
which lived within the firſt four or five hundred Tears after Chriſt, when tbe 
Church mas at the beſt, and by the Councils held within thoſe times, and to ſab- 
mit to them in all thoſe Points of Doctrine. . This Offer you grant to be very 
fair, and you do, for your ſelves, promiſe the ſame; and ſay, Ton will make it b. 31. 
good upon all Occaſions. Which we ſhall have tryal of before the end of 
this Book. To what his Lordſhip faith, concerning the Negative Articles, 
That they refute where the thing affirmed by them is either not affirmed in Scri- 
pture, or not direòly to be concluded out of it. A. C. replies, That the Bap- 
tiſm of Infants is not expreſly ( at leaſt not evidently) affermed in Scriptare, 
nor direfly (at leaſt not demonitratively) concluded out vf it. Here two 
things his Lordſhip anſwers. 1. To the Expreſſion. 2. To the Thing. © 

1. To the Expreſſion; That he is no way ſatisfied with A. C. his Addition, p. 54. a. t: 
(no! e at leaſt not evidently :) for (ſaith he) What means he? If 
be ſpeak bf the Letter of Scripture, then whatſoever is expreſly, is evidently in 
the Scriptare, and ſo his Addition is in vain. © If he ſpeakof the meaning of 
Scripture, then his Addition is cunning. For many things are expreſiy in 
Scripture, which yet in their meaning are not evidently there. And as little 
ſatisfied his Lordſhip declares himſelf, with that other (ot direcłly, at leaft 
not demon ſtratively becauſe many things are directly congluded, which 
are not damonitratively. To the firſt you anſwer, That 4 Boint may be ex- p. 5 n. 9 
pref}, yet not evidently exprei# ; otherwiſe tbere could be are. 
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what were expreſt in Scripture, 7 ago: Men. never queſtion things ghat are evi- 
dent, Nom, (ay you, the Baptiſm of Infants muſt nat only be expreſs, but evi- 
dently expreſt, to prove it ſufficiently, i. e. undeniably, by Scripture alone. But 
the Queſtion being concerning Matters of Doctrine, and not meer words, 
thoſe things are expreſiy affirmed, which are evidently, and no other: For 


it is one thing for words to be expreſiy in Scripture, and another for Do- 


Frines to be ſo. Far theſe latter are no archer expreſly affirmed there, 
than as there is evidence, that the meaning of ſuch words doth contain ſuch 
a Doctrine in them. As to take your own Inſtance, This is my Body, we 
grant the words to be expreſs; but we deny, that which he had then in 
his hands was his reel Body; (for his Hands were part of his real Body.) 
Now, we do not ſay, That the Do@rine of Iranſubſtantiation is expreſly, but 
not evidently contained here ; for, we ſay, The Dockrine is not there at all, 
but only chat thoſe are the expreſs words ; This is my Body; as it is in other 
figurative Expreſlions in Scripture. But that which cauſeth this litigation 
about words, is, That you look upon that which is evident and undenia- 
ble to be all one, whereas there may be ſufficient evidence, where all Men 
are not perſwaded by it. And ſo you would put his Lordſhip to prove 
out of Scripture, Infant-Baptiſm evidently and demonſtratively, I. e. undeni- 
ably ; whereas his Lordſhip ſuppoſeth it enough for his purpoſe, to prove 
it by ſuch ſufficient Evidence, as may convince any reaſonable Man. And 
this was all his Lordſhip meant, when he ſaid, That aur Negative Articles 
do refute, where the thing is not affirmed in Scripture, or not direttly concluded 


out of it. And, if you will ſtand to the ſtrict ſenſe of theſe words, you 


S. 8. 


will be forced to prove all thoſe Doctrines of your Chureb, which ours 
denies. to be true, ſo evidently and demonſiratively, i. e. undeniably, as you 
would put him upon for the proof of [nfant-Baptiſm. Ss 

To leave therefore this Verbal Diſpute, - and come to the thing: His 


p. 55.0.4. Lordſhip ſaith, That it may be concluded dire#ly out of Scripture, That In- 


P. $2. U. 1. 


fants ought to be Baptized, Cc. For which, he inſiſts on two places of Scri- 
pture, John 3. 8. Except a Man be born again of Water, and of the Spirit, &c. 
which being interpreted according to the ſenſe of the Fathers, and the ancient 
Church, and as your own Party acknowledge it oug ht to be interpreted, do evi- 
dently aſſert Infant- Baptiſm. By which, your Exception of a Pelagiam Ana- 
baptiſt, who denies Original Sin, and from thence ſaith, That Infants cannot 
be born again, is talen away ; for the lame Tradition of the Ancient Church, 
which from hence infers the Baptiſm of Infants, doth it upon that 
ground, becauſe they are guilty of Original Six, as you might have ſeen by his 
Lordſhip's Citations to that purpoſe. The other place he inſiſts on, is, 


Ac. a. 38, 39. which, by the acknowledgement of Ferws and Salmeron, 


holds for Infant · Baptiſum. But, when you ſay, That you would not weaken 
the Argument from John 3. far Fufeot-Baptiſm ; becauſe you only would fhew, 
that it cannot be proved demanſiratively from Scriptyre alone, againſt a per- 
verſe Heretick; You ſeem not much to conſider what thoſe perverſe He- 


reticks (as you call them) hold as to [nfant-Bapiiſzr, which is, not meerly 


that Iafant- Baptiſm is not commanded in Scripture, but that it is a thing 


unlawful, as being. a perverting of the Inftitutionof Chriff, as to the ſubject 
of Baptiſm. For the main. Queſtian between us and the Aztipedobaptiits, 
is not, concerning an abſolute and expreſs Command for Baptizing Infants 3 


but whether our Bleſſed Saviour hath not by a poſitive Precept ſo deter». 
mined the Subject of Baptiſm, viz. adult Perſons profeſſing the Faith, that 


the alteratian of the Subject, wiz. in Baptizing Infants, be not a deviation 
from, and perverſian of the Initittion of Chrif in a ſubſtantial part of it ʒ or 
in 
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Chap. IV. Fundamentals Vindicated. 


in ſhort thus, whether our Saviour hath ſo determined the ſubject of Bap- 
tiſm, as to exclude Infants. And although, the queſtion being thus ſtated, 
the proof ought to lie on thoſe who affirm it, yet taking in only the — 
of Eripture and reaſon, it were no difficult matter to prove directly an 
evidently, that Infants are ſo far from being excluded Bert m by the Iu- 
ſtitution of Chriſt, that there are as many grounds as are neceſſary to a 
matter of that nature, to prove that the Baptizing them is ſuitable to the 
Inſtitution of Chriſt, and agreeable to the ſtate of the Church under the 
Goſpel. For, If there were any ground to exclude them, it muſt be either 
the incapacity of the ſuljed, or ſome expreſs precept and Inſtitution of our 
Saviour. But neither of theſe can be ſuppoſed to do it. 


x. Not incapacity as to the ends of Baptiſu : for clearing which, theſe 


two things mult be premiſed : . That the rule and meaſure, as to the uſe 
and capacity of Divine Inititutions, is to be fetched from the end of them. For, 
this was the ground of the Circumciſion of the Proſelztes under the Law - 
and this was the way the Apoſtles did interpret Chriſt's Commiſſion for Bap- 
tizing all Nations, as to the capacity of the ſubjects of it, Act. 10. 47. Can 
any man forbid water, that theſe ſhould not be Baptized, which have received 
the Holy Ghoſt, as well as we: where the queſtion was concerning the ſub- 
jet of Baptiſm. For it might be made evident, that the Apoſtles at firſt 
did interpret their Commiſſion of Baptizing all Nations, only of the Jews 
of all Nations : for after that, S. Peter looked on the Gentiles as unclean : 


and the Diſciples at Jeruſalem charged S. Peter with it, as a great fault, 
for going in to men uncircumciſed, Acts 11. 3. Therefore we fee when the 
ueſtion was concerning the ſubje& of Baptiſm ; the only Argument is 


wn from the deſign: and ends of it; that they who were capable of the 
thing ſignified ought not to be denied the uſe of the ſign. And thus by a 


parity of reaſon built on equal grounds; thoſe who are capable of the great 


things repreſented in Baptiſm and confirmed by it, viz. God's pardoning 
grace, and acceptation' to eternal life, ought not to be denied the external 
fign, which is Baptiſm itſelf. And therefore, 2. Where there ir a capacity 
a to the main ends of an Inſtitution, an incapacity as to ſome ends doth not ex- 
clude from it. As is molt evident in the Baptiſm of our Bleſſed Saviour, 
in whom there was a greater incapacity as to the main ends of Baptiſm, 
than poſſibly can be in Infant; for his Baptiſm: could not at all be for the 
remiſſion of ſins. Now we ſee, although there were but one end, and that 
a very general one mentioned, That he might fulfil all righteouſneſs, Matth. 
3-15. yet we ſee, that was ſufficient to perſwade Jobs to Baptize him. 
Whereby we ſee evidently in this practice of our Saviour built on a gene- 
ral and common ground, that a capacity as to one end of a poſitive Inſt#ut;- 
on, is ſufficient to make ſuch a practice lawful, and ia ſome cafes a duty. 
Theſe two general Principles being laid down; it were eaſie to ſhew, 
1. That what incapacity there is in Iafante, is not deſtructive of the main 
ends of Baptiſm; which is chiefly thought to be the incapacity of under- 


ſtanding the nature or ends of the Inſtitution ; and if that exclude, it 


muſt either be, that it is a thing repugnant to reaſon, that any Divine In- 
ſtitution ſhould be applied to perſons uncapable of underſtanding the na- 
ture and ends of it, which would highly reflect on the wiſdom of God 
in appointing Circumciſion for Children eight days old, who were cer- 
tainly as uncapable of underſtanding the ends of that, as our Children are 
of Baptiſm z orelſe, that there is ſome peculiarity in the Inſtitntion of 
Baptiſm, which muſt exclude them from it under the Goſpel: which that 
there is not, will appear preſently. 


2. That 
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2. That there is a capacity in Infants as to the main ends of Baptiſm, 


which have either an aſpect from God to us, in regard of its Inſtitution, or 74, 
from us to God, in regard of our zzdertaking it. Now the chief ends of in 


a Divine Inſtitution as ſuch, are ſuch as reſpect Gods Intention in it towards 
us, in which reſpett it is properly a gn; but as it reſpects God from us, it 
is properly a Ceremony betokening our profeſſion and reſtipulation to- 
wards God. Now the ends of it as a g, are to repreſent and exhibit to 
us the nature of the grare of the Goſpel as it cleanſeth and puriſieth, and to 
confirm the truth of the Covenant on God's part, and to enſtate the par- 


takers of it in the privileges of the Church of God; now as to all theſe - 
ends, there is no incapacity in Izfaxts to exclude them from Baptiſm, be- * 
cauſe of them. So that nothing can ſeem wanting of the end of Baptiſm, 5 
but that which ſeems moſt Ceremonial in it, which is the perſonal reſtipu- WM 
lation, which yet may reaſonably be ſupplied by Sponſors, lo far as to ne 
make it of the nature of a ſolemn Contra# and Covenant in ſight of the b 
Congregation. Thus far it appears from Scripture and Reaſon, that no an 
incapacity in Izfants doth exclude them from Baptiſm. 7 

2. That there is no direct or conſequential prohibition made by our z. 
Bleſſed Saviour to exclude them. For granting that he had the power to ſe 


limit and determine the ſubject of Baptiſm, the queſtion is, Whether he 
hath ſo far done it as to exclude _— And nothing of that nature is 

pretended, before the laſt Commiſſion given to the Apoſtles, of Teaching 
and Baptizing all Nations, Matth. 28. 19. And that by this expreſſion 
there is no excluſion of Infants will appear; 1. If our Saviour had intend- 
ed the gathering of Churches among the Gentiles according to the Law of 
Moſes, he could hardly have expreſſed it after another manner than thus, 
Go Proſelyte all Nations, Circumciſing them. Now I appeal to any mans 
judgment and reaſon, whether in ſuch words it could be imagined, that 

the [»faxts of ſuch Gentile- Proſelytes ſhould be excluded Circumciſion; and 
what reaſon can there be then from theſe words to imagine, that our Savi- 
our did intend to exclude the Infants of Gertile-Converts from Baptiſm ? 
2. We mult conſider, what apprehenfions thoſe whom our Saviour directed 
theſe words to, viz. the Apoſtles, had concerning, the Church-ſtate of ſuch 
as were in an external Covenant with God, which they meaſured by the 
general reaſon of that Covenant which God made with the Jews ; Can we 
then think, that when our Saviour bid the Apoſtles gather whole Nations 
into Churches, they ſhould imagine the Inſants were excluded out of it, 
when they were ſo ſolemnly admitted into it, in that diſpenſation which was 
in uſe among them? 3. The Gentile being now to be firſt Proſehted to 
Chriſtianity, the order of the words was neceſſary: for who ever imagi- 
ned, but that ſuch as were wholly ſtrangers to Chriſtianity, as thoſe were 
; whom Chriſt there ſpeaks of, were to be firſt taught, or diſcipled, before 
+ they were to be Baptized ? For ſuppoſe, it ſhould be ſaid to ſuch perſons 
among whom [xfant Bapiiſm is the moſt uſed, Go and Diſciple the Indians, 
Baptizing them, &c. could any one conceive the intention of ſuch a Com- 

miſſion was to exclude the Infants of all thoſe Indians from Baptiſa, when 
it was well known that [xfart-Baptiſze was uſed among thoſe who came 
with that Commiſſion > And therefore neither theſe words here, nor thoſe 
Mark 16. 16. He that believeth and is Paptized, &c. can in reaſon be fo 
interpreted as to exclude Infants, when the meer order of nature, and ne- 
ceſſity of the thing, requires that thoſe who firſt own Chriſtianity by being 
Baptized, ought, before ſuch Baptiſm, not only to believe, but to make 
profeſſion of that Faith; but this reacheth not at all to the caſe of w__ In- 
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Chap. IV. 


- 


| e had ſaid to Abrabam, 
He that believes, and js circumciſed, ſhall be ſaved, Could it have been ſo 
interpreted, that the intention was to exclude his Children from Circumci- 
fon? No more ought theſe words of oor Stwiour beftrained to a greater 
prejudice of the right of Infants te Baptiſm, than thoſe other to their right 
of Circumciſion: And thus far-we ſee there is no ground from Scriptures, 
or Reaſon, why Infants ſhould: be excluded. © wi 

And, were it not too large a Di 


igreſſion, f might further ſhew how ſui- 
table the Bapriſim of Jafarte is to the adminiſtration of things under the 
Goſpel, bat I ſhall only proponnd ſome conſiderations concerning it. 
opens * trtention to exclude Infants, 2 


1. That if it had been C 


| far greater reaſon for an expreſs probibitionz than of an expreſs command, 


if his intention were to admit them: becauſe this was ſuitable-tO the ge- 
neral grounds of Gods diſpenſation among them before. 2. It is very hard 
to conceĩve that the Apoſtie thought Infants excluded by Chriſt, when at- 
cer Chriſt's Aſſentios they looked on themſelves. as bound to obſerve the 
Jewiſh Cuſtoms, even when they had Baptized many thouſand People. 
3. If admiſſion of Infant to Baptiſm were a meer Relique of Judaiſm, it 
ſeems ſtrange that none of the Judaizing Chriſtians thould be charged 
with it, who yet are charged with the obſervation of other Judaicul rites. 
4. Since the Jewiſb Chriſtians wete ſo much offended-at the negle@ of Cir- 
cumciſion, Ar 21. 21. Cari we in reaſon think they ſhould-quietly — 
| -woul 
have been, if neither admitted to Circumciſion nor Baptiſm? 5. Had it 
been contrary to Chriſt's Inflitution, we ſhould not have had ſuch evidence 
of its early practice in the Church as we have. And here I ackriowledge 
the uſe of Apoſtolical Tradition to manifeſt this to us 3 In which ſence 1 
acknowledge what St. Auſtin faith, That tbe onſtore of nur mother the Church 
# not to be conte uned or thought ſu , neither ir it to be believed but 
an Apoſtolical Tradition. For that the words are to be read ſo, (and 
not, 4s you tranſlate them, br ut all do be ' believed winleſs is had been an 
Apoſtolical Tradition, from thence inferring, that Ixfaut- Baptiſan were not 
to be believed at ad, but for Tradition) appears by three ancient Mann- 


ſcripts at Oxford, as well as the courſe of the ſentence, and St. Auſtin's 


judgment in other places, viz. that it ought to be read, Nec omnind cre- 
denda niſs Apaſtolica traditio eſe, and not eſſet. But we grant that the 
practice of the Churth from Apoſtolical times is a great confirmation that it 
was never Chriſt's intention to have Infants excluded from Baptiſae. And 


thus much may ſuffice to ſhew, what evidence we have from Scripture and 


Reaſon, without recourſe wholly to Tradition, or building upon any more 
controvetted places, to juſtifie the Churches practice in Infant-Baptiſes, 
which is as much as is neceſſary for us to do. What follows concerning 
the founding Divine Faith on Apoſtolical Tradition, will be fully conſide- 


red in the ſucceeding Controuerſie concerning the reſolution of Faith, to 


3 now haſten. 
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| f Reſolving Fai Je 
The Romaniſts way of Reſolving Faith; /I 


The ill conſequences-of the reſolution of Faith by the Churches Infallibility, 
The grand Abſurdities of it. manifeſted by its great nnreaſonablneſs'jn m. 
#y particulars. The certain Foundations of Faith unſettled ly it, as. 1 
largely proved. The Cirele nnavoidable by their nem attempt. The impoſ- 
febility of proving the Church Infallible by the way that Moſes, Chriſt, and 

his 5 were proved to he ſo. Of the Motive of Cedibility, and how 


. 1. 410 


far they belong to the Church. The difference between Science and Faith con- 
feder'd, and the new art of Mens believing with their wills. The Churches 


teſtimony muſt be, according to their principles, the formal object of Faith, 
( their eſteem of Fathers, Scripture and. Councils. The rare diſtinions 
concerning the Churches infallibility diſcuſſed. How the Church can be In- 
' fallible by the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, yet not divinely Infallible, but 
in a manner and after 4 ſort. IT. C. applanded for his excellent faculty 
in contradicting himfelf. 33 5 


8. 1. T E that hath a mind to betray an excelent Cauſe, may mote advan- 
1 1 tageouſly do it, by bringing weak and infuthcient Evidences for it, 
than by the greateſt heat and vigour of Oppoſition againſt it. For there 
cannot poſſibly be ahy greater prejudice done to a weighty and important 
truth, than to perſwade Men to believe it on ſuch grounds, which are, if 
not abſolutely! fatſe, yet much more diſputable than the thing it ſelf. For 
hereby the minds of Mea are taken off from the native evidence, which 
the truth enquired after offers to them, and build their aſſent upon the cer- 
| tainty of the medium ſuggeſted as the only grounds to eſtabliſh a firm 
aſſent upon; By which means, when upon ſevere enquiry, the falſity and 
inſufficiency of thofe grounds is diſcovered, the perſon ſo diſcovering lies 
under a dangerous temptation of calling into queſtion the truth of that, 
which he finds he aſſented to upon grounds apparently weak and inſuffi- 
cient. And the more refined and ſubtle the ſpeculations are, the more 
ſublime and my ſterious the matters believed ; the greater ſtill the danget 
ot Scepticiſi is, upon a diſcovery of the unſoundneſs of thoſe principles 
which ſuch things were believed upon. Eſpecially, if the more confident 
and Magiſterial party of thofe who profeſs the belief of ſuch things, do 
with the greateſt heat decry all other ways as uncertain,. and obtrude 
theſe principles upon the world, as the only ſure foxndation for the belief 
of them. It was anciently a great queſtion among the Philaſophers, whe- 
ther there were any certainty in the principles of knowledge; or, ſuppo- 
ſing certainty in things, whether there were any undoubted a, or rules 
to obtain this certainty of knowledge by: If then any one Sec of Philoſo- 
phers ſhould have undertaken to prove the certainty that was in krowledge 
upon this account, becauſe whatever their Sect or Party delivered was in- 
fallibly true; they had not only ſhamefully beg'd the thing in diſpute, but 
made it much more liable to lqueſtion than before. Becauſe every error 
diſcovered in that Sec, would not only prove the fondnels and arrogance 
of their pretence of being Ixfallible; but would, to all ſuch as believed the 
certainty of things on the authority of their Sed, be an argument to diſ- 
prove all certainty of knowledge, when they once diſcovered the errors 
of thoſe whoſe authority they relied upon. Juſt ſuch is the caſe - 1 
| , Church 
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fa Now!thefe mol undertake to make god 


tore f at his ind; ; that it h netter f pf ouch. confequen ce i it deſerves to be 
1 no her end, but 40 lay. qpenche Juglitgs and Im- 
poſtrires ot y pur way of refotving Faith: ISI) yy Ib > a 
come more dlalely to the, ſcovery.ofs for, as: you-tell 
, Ig fiber prappwnding 3 1 ways of! reſoluiag dhe Dveſtion;: firſt fall 
ta ab r e > eur we), prove it by Traditiam and e the 
(barpii An his firſt (Omer hi ducceſaful, that itmakes. you vilihly: re- 
coil;' dn withdeaw: into {a untenſble a Shelter as expaleth you 
to nl the Attempts wich any Adverſary; vd defire to make upon you. 
For, "whereas you are charged by his Loraſbip wil guuning inta the 2 
2 50 ind of Argumentaidn, vit. by proving the Seriptures Tufallible by 
Tradition, and that Tradition knfallible by Soares you think id eſcape 


that Girtle, by telling us, That you prove not the Churches Infallibility.by the | 


Scripture, Gut by the Motives of Credibility belonging to ihe Church... This 


then being your main Principle which! pu lo ing Diſcourſe is built 
pon and in your judgment the only probable may to avoid the Grele, that 


"tay not think I am afraid. of encountering you in your greateſt 
St ,1 dare put che Iſſue of the Cauſe upon this Promiſe, een ides 
the ak Proofs 50 bring for the thing it ſelf, which ſhall after be con- 
ſiddred) it this way of yours be not chargeable with all the Abſurdities 
ſuch at Attempt is capable of, Iwill be content to acknowledge what.you 
ſay te be true, which is, That your way of reſolving Faith hath no diffi os 
a um that ourn i6"inſuperably hard, which I think are as hard terms - 
can hei mmpoled u Nos there are two your Abſurdities, which 
any; vingication of an Opinion is ſubject 1o ; If it be manifeſtly un- 
reaſonuble; and, . If ſuppoſorig it true, it doth, ut 2 what it was intended 
againſt this way of your veſol- 
ulng Faith, rbat it is gujlty-of- the higheſt Unreaſonableneſs; and that, 
ſuppokiog it true, you are in a Circle as much as before. 
I. Firſt, I begin with the #7reaſonableneſs of i it, whichis.ſo great, that I 
know not, whether I may abſtain from calling it Ridiculoas; but, that F 
may not item to follow you, in aſſerting confidently, and proving weakly, 
it wif be neceſſary throughly to examine the Grounds on which your 
Opum̃on ſtands, and then raiſe our Batteries againſt it. Three grand Prin. 
ciples your Diſcourſe relies upon, which are your Poftrlate | in order to the 
reſolving vaith, ! + 
. That it is neceſſary to the balieving the Scriptures to be the Word of 
God with #iDivine _ that it be built on the infallible e of 
the Church. 97 
2. "Ther your ces is that Catholick des whoſe Teſtimony is 72 
, * 381 
3. That this liel, is Jorbe knots: and aſſented to upon the Mo- 
Theſe three, I ſuppoſe, if your confuſed Diſcourſe 
were reduced to Method, would be Godly acknowledged by your ſelf to 


be the Principles on hich wr Reſolution of Faith depends. And 1 


though Fkamfofticiently affared of of the Falſeneſs of your two firſt Pri 
(as will appear in the of this Diſcourſe) yet that which I have — 
particutarly undertaken, is, the. Arreaſamableneſi of reſolving Faith wpon 
theſe Principles taken gether, viz. That the Infallible Teftimony of your 
Clutrth, ar lle unh K onndution for Divine Faith; and that this Infallibility 
A nom only by the —,. of 
r you . beyond all prop ortion. of evidence, if you rum 
Rr ak rr: * mord u- 
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certain In their Religion then you found them ;, you cannot certainly excuſe 
this way from unregſomableneſi. And eachiof theſe I undertake to make 
good ageialt this 'way of yours, whereby you would aſſure Men of the 
Trurh'and Divinity ofthe Scriptures, I oy | 
1. Aw Aſſent is hereby required beyond ad proportion or degher of Evidence 5 84 
for you require an Infallible Afſent, only npon probable Gr z which is 
as much as requiting Infallibihty in the ulion, where the Premiſes ate 
only probable. Now that you require an Aſſent Jrfelible to the nature 
of Faith, appears by the whole Serie of your Diſcourſe : For, to this ve- 
ry end you-require Jnfalbility.in the Teſtimony of your Church, becauſe o- 
cherwile, you ſay Our Faith world be uncertain ; it is plain then, you re- 
quire an Infallible Aſſet in Faith z and, it is as plain, that this 4/ext, ac- 
cording to you, can be built only upon probable Oroundi, for you acknow- 
jedge the Motive of Credibilii, to be no more than ſuch; yet thoſe are Alt 
the Grounds you give why the Church ſhould, be believed Infallible. If you 
lay, That which males the Aſſemt Infallible, is, that Infdllibility which is in the 
Churches Tůſtimony ʒ 1 reply, That this is a moſt unreaſonable thing, to go 
about to eltabliſh an Infallible Aſſet, meerly becauſe the Teſtimony is ſuppo- 
ſed to be in it ſelf Infallible: For, Afﬀent is not according to the Objective Cer- 
tirade of things, but che evidence of them to our Underſtandings. For is it 
poſſible to aſſent to the truth of a Demonſtration in a demonſtrative man- 
ner, becauſe any Mathe maticjan tells one, The thing is demonſtrable 2, For 
in that caſe the Afert is not according to the Evidence of the thing, but ac- 
cording to the opinion ſuch a Perſon hath of him, who tells him, It is de- 
monſtrable. Nay, ſappoſing that Perſon infallible in ſaying fo; yet if the 
other hath; no means to be infalbly aſſrered, that he is ſo, ſuch a one's Aſent 
is as doubtful, as if he were not infallible : Therefore, ſuppoſing the Teſti- 
many Of your Church to be really infallible, yet ſince the means of believing 
it are but probable and prudential, the Aſſent cannot be according to the 22. 
tare of the Ieſti mony, conſidered in it (elf, but according to the Reaſons, 
which induce me to believe ſuch a Teſtimony infallible. And in all ſuch, 
caſes, where I believe one thing for the ſake of another, my. Aſent to the 
Object believed, is accotding to my Aſſent to the Medium on which I be- 
lieve it 3 fdr by the means of that, the other is conveyed to our Minds. As 
our Sight is not according to the Light in the Body of the Sun, but that 
 whith preſſeth upon our Organs of Senſe : So that, ſuppoſing your Churcbes, 
Teſtimony to be in it ſelf infallible, if one may be deceived in judging'whe- 
ther your Charch be infallible or no, one may be deceived in ſuch things 
which he believes upon that ſuppoſed Infallibility. It being an impoſſibili- 
ty, that the Aſent to the Matters of Faith, ſhould riſe higher, or ſtand fir- 
mer, than the Aſſent to the Teſtimony is, upon which thoſe things are belie- 
ved. Now, that one may be deceived according to your own Principles, in 
judging whether the Church be Infallible, appears by this, That you have no 
other means to provethe Infallibiliiy of your Church, but only probable and 
prudential Moti ves. For, I defire to know, whether an Infalkble Aſert to the 
Infallibility of your Church, can be grounded on thoſe Motives of Credibi- 
lin 7 If you affirm it, then there can be no imaginable necefficy to make 
the Teſtimony of your Charch Infullible, in order to Divine Fah; for you 
will not, I hope, deny, but that there are at leaſt equal Motzves of Credibi- 
lity, to ptove the Divine Authority of the Seripturet, as the Infallibility of 
your Church 4 and, if ſo; why may not an Infallible 4ſſent be given to 
the Scriptartes upon thoſe Motives of Credibility, as well as to your Churches 
Iofallibility 2 If you deny the Aſſent built upon the Motive? of Credibility 
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to be Infallible 3 how can you make the Aſſent to your Churches Teſtimo. 
ny to be [xfallible, when that Infallibility is attempred to be proved only 
by the Motives of Credibility 2 And therefore it necefſarity follows, That 
notwithſtanding your bearing it ſo high under the pretence of Infallibili. 
ty, ou leave Men's Minds much more wavering in theit Aſſent than be. 
fore z; in that, as (hall afterwards appear, theſe very Motive of Credibility 
do not at all prove the Infallibility. of your Church, which undoubtedly 
prove the Truth and Certaitzty of Chriſtian Religion. Thus, while by this 
Device, you ſeek to avoid the Circle, you deſtroy the Foundation of your 
Diſcourſe, That there muſt be an Infalible Aſſent to the Truth of that Propoſe. 
tion, That the Scriptures are the Word of God (which you call Divine Faith) 
which, how can it be Infallible, when that Infaljbility, at the higheft, by 
your own confeſſion, is but evidently credible, and fo, I ſuppoſe the 44. 
thority of the Scriptures is, without your Churches Infallibility. © | 

And thus you run into the ſame Abſurdities which you would ſeeth to avoid, 
which is the ſecond thing, to maniteſt the unreaſonableneſs of this way; 
for whatever Abſurdity you charge us with, for believing the Dockrine of 
Chriſt upon the Motives of Credibility, unavoidably falls upon your ſelves 
for believing the Churches, Infallibility on the fame Grounds: For if we 
leave the Foundation of Faith uncertain, you do ſo too; it we build a Di- 
vine Faith upon the Motives of Credibility, ſo do you; if we make every one's 
Reaſon the Judge in the choice of his Religion, ſo mult you be forced to do, 
if you underſtand the Conſequence of your own Principles. | 

r. It is impoſſible for you to give 4 better account of Faith 2 the Infalli- 
bility of your Church, than we can do without it; For, if Divine Faith cannot 
be built upon the Motives proving the Doctrine of Cbriſt, what Senſe or Rea- 
ſon is there, that it ſhould be built on thoſe Motive? which 8 your 
Churches Infallibility £ So that, if we leave the Foundation of Faith uncer- 
tain, you much more ; and that I prove by a Rule of much Authority 


With you, by which you uſe to pervert the weak judgments of ſuch, who 


in your caſe do not diſcern the Sophiſtry of it: Which is when you come 
to deal with Perſons, whom you hope to Proſelyte, you urge them with 
this great Principle, That Prudence js to be our Guide in the choice of our Re- 
ligion, and that Prudence dire&s ws to cbuſe the ſafeſt way, and that it is much 
ſafer to make choice of that way, which both ſides agree Salvation is to be obtain- 
ed in, than of that which the other ſide utterly denies Men can be ſaved in. 
How far this Rule will hold in the choice of Religion, will be examined 
afterwards : But if we take your word, that it is a ſure Rule; I know no- 
thing will be more certainly advantageous to us, in our preſent caſe. For 
both ſides, I hope, are agreed, that there are ſufficient Motives of Credibility, 
as to the belief of the Scriptures 5 but we utterly deny that there are any 
ſuch Motives as to the Infallibility of your Church; it then certainly follows, 
That our way is the more eligible and certain, and that we lay a ſurer 
Foundation for Faith, than you do upon your Principles for reſolving Faith. 
2. Either you mult deny any ſuch thing as that you call Divine Faith; or 
you muſt aſſert, that it may have no other Foundation than the Motives of 
Credibility, which yet is that, you would ſeem moſt to avoid by introdu- 
cing the Infallibility of your Church, that the Foundation of Faith may not be 
uncertain ; whereas, ſuppoſing what you deſire, you muſt of neceſſity do 
what you would ſeem moſt fearful of, which is making a Divine Faith to 
reſt upon prudential Motives, Which I thus prove: It is an undoubted 
Axiom among the great men of your ſide, That whatever is a Foundation 
for a Divine Faith, muſt it ſelf be believed with a firm, certain, 9 
ent : 
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Aſſent : Now, according to your principles, the Infaliilin of the (lurch 
is the Foundation for. Divine Faith; and therefore that muſt be believed 
with an Aſſent infallible: It is apparent thea, an Aſent infallible is requi- 
red, which is that which in other terms you call Divine Faith; now when 
you make it your buſineſs to prove the Churches Infallibility upon nur 
prudential Moti ves, Ifuppoſe your deſign is by thoſe proc, to induce Men 
to believe it; and if Men then do believe it thoſe Motives, do you 
bility And by the lame reaſon that you urge againſt us the neceſſity of 
believing the Scriptures to be the word ef God:by Divine Faith ; becauſe it is 
the ground why we belicve the things contained in the Scripture,' we preſs on 
your (ide the neceſſity of believing the [falikility of the Church by 4 Faith 
equally Divine, becauſe that it is to you the only ſufficient Foundation of 
believing the Seriptures, or any thing contained in tem. 
3. You make by this way of reſolving Faith, every Mani reaſon the, only 
Judge in the choice of his Religion : which you are pleaſed to charge on us as 
a great Abſurdity ; yet, you who have delerved ſo very ill of Reaſon, are 
fain to call in her beſt aſſiſtance in a caſe of the greateſt, moment, viz. O 
what ground we moſt believe the Scriptures to be the word of God. You, ſay, Be- 
cauſe the Church is infallible, whith delivers them to us? hut how ſhould we 
come to know that ſhe is infallible > you tell us, By the Motives of Credibi- 
lity z very good: Bur muſt not every ones reaſon judge whether thefe Motives 
be credible or no? and whether they belong peculiarly. cayour Church, ſo as 
to prove the Infalibility of it, as it ĩs diſtinct from all other ſocieties of Chri- 
ſtians in the world? You tell us indeed, That theſe Motives make it evident- 
ly credible ; but muſt we believe it tobe ſo, becauſe you ſay ſo? It ſo ; then 
the ground of believing is not the Credibility of the Motives, but of your 
Ieſtimony, and therefore you ought to make it evidently true, that whatevet 
you ſpeak is undoubtedly true, which whoſoever reads your Book, will 
hardly be perſwaded to. So that of neceſſity every Mans reaſon muſt be Fudge, 


whether your Church be infallible or no; and thus at laſt you give Reaſon | 


the Umpirage in the choice of Religion. And what 1s there more than this 
that we contend for? If there be then any danger of Scepticiſm, a private ſpi- 
rit, or what other inconveniencjes yon object againſt our way of judging 
the truth of Religion by the Uſe of Reaſon, it will fall much more heavily up- 
on our ſelves, in this way of believing the Infalibility of the Church on the 
Motives of Credibility. Therefore I aſſure you, it were. much more conſo- 
nant to the principles of your party, to tell Men, The 1rfalibility of your 
Church onght to be taken for granted, and that Men are danmed for notbelieving 
it, though no reaſon be given for it, but only becauſe you ſay it (which is as much 
as to ſay, the reaſon of the Point is, It muſt needs be ſo) than thus to ex- 
poſe it to the (corn and contempt of the world, by offering to prove it by 
your Motives of Credibility. For unawares you thereby giye away the main 
of your Cauſe ; for by the very offer of proving it, you make him whom 
you offer to prove it to, Judge whether theſe proofs be ſufficient or no? and 
it he be capable to judge of his Guide, certainly he may be of his y too, 


conſidering that he hath, according to us, an Infallible Rule to judge of 
bis Way; whereas, according to you, he hath but Prudential Motives 


In the choice of his Guide, Thus, by this Opinion of yours, you bave 
gained thus much, That there is nothing ſo abſurd, which you charge 
upon us, but it falls unavoidably upon your own head; \- © 4 

By this way of reſolving Faith, you undermine it, and leave a ſire Foun- 
dation for nothing but Scepticiſm 3 which is the laſt thing to ſhew the great 


unreaſo- 


8. 6. 


=——_ L 


ti J Rimaniſts te of att! 


unreaſonableneſs of this way of yours, that When you are making us be- 
lieve you are taking the greateff cate to make our Religion ſure, you cancel 
out beſt evidences, and produce nothing but crack d and broken titles, which 
will not ſtand any fair tryal at the bar of Neaſon. And that you make the 
Foundations of Religion uncertain, I offet to prove by 1hereaſon of the thing , 
for, if you tequire that as neceſſary for Faith, which was never believed to 
be ſo, hen the Doctrine of Faith was revealed ; if upon'the pretence of 
1 you aſſert ſuch things, which deſtroy all the rational evidence 
of Chriſtian Religion, and if at laſt yon are far from giving the leaſt ſatis. 
factory account concerning this Infallibility of your Church ʒ then certainly 
we may juſtly charge you with mſettling the Foundation of Religion, in- 
ſtead of giving us à certain reſolution of Faith. * 5 it 


1. You make that neceſſary to Faith, which was not looked on as ſuch,” when | 


the Doctrine of the Goſpel was revealed; and what other deſign can ſuch a 
pretence ſeem to have, than to expoſe to contempt that Religion which was 
not received by a true Divine Faith, becauſe it wanted that, which is now 
_ thought to be the only ſure Foundation of Faith, viz. the Infallibility of the 
Church of Rome? What then will become of the Faith of all thoſe who receiv. 
ed Divine Revelations, without the Infallible Teſtimony of any Church at all e 
With what Faith did the Diſciples of Chriſt at the time of his ſufferings, . be- 
Heve the Divine Authority of the Old Teſtament ? was it a true Divine Faith 
or not? If it was, whereon was it built? not certainly on the Infallible Te- 
ſtimony of the Fewiſh Church, which at that time conſented to the death of the 
Meſſi ab, condemning him as a malefactor and deceiver :Or did they believe it 
becauſe of that great Rational Evidence they had to convince them, that 
toſe Prophecies came from God 2 If ſo, why may not we believe the Divi- 
nity Of all the Scriptures on the fame grounds, and with a Divine Fazth too: 
With what Faith did thoſe believe in the Meſſzah, who were not perſonally 
preſent at the Miracles which our Saviour wrought, but had them convey - 
ed to them by ſuch reports as theWomar of Samaria was to the Sumaritans ? 
Or were all ſuch perſons excuſed from believing, meerly becauſe they were 
not SpeFators ? But by the ſame reaſon all thoſe would be excuſed, who ne- 
ver ſaw our Saviour's miracles, or heard his Doctrine, or his Apoſtles . But 
it ſuch perſons then were bound to believe, I ask On what Teſtimony was 
their Faith founded? Was the Woman of Samaria infallible, in reporting the 
diſcourſe between Chrift and her? Were all the perſons infallible, who 
gave an account to others of what Chriſt did; yet, I ſuppoſe, had it been your 
dun caſe, you would have thought your ſelf bound to have believed Chriſt 
to have been the Meſfas, if you had lived at chat time, and a certain account 
had been given you of our Saviour Doctrine and Miracles by men faithful 
and honeſt, though you had no reaſon to have believed them Iafallible- 1 
pray, Sir, anſwer me, would you have thought your ſelf bound to have be- 
lieved, or no? If you affirm it (as I will ſuppoſe you ſo much a Chriſtian 
as to ſay ſo) I pray then tell me, whether perſons in thoſe circumſtances 
might not have a True and Divine Faith, where there was no infallible Teſti- 
mony, but only Rational Evidence to build it ſelf upon? And if thoſe perſons 
might have a Divine Faith upon ſuch evidence as that was, may not we much 
more, who have evidence of the ſame nature indeed, but much more exten/zve, 
univerſal, and convincing than that was? And how then can you ſtill aſſert 
an iufallible Teſtimony of the conveyers of Divine Revelation, to be neceſſa · 
ry to a Divine Faith? Nay further yet, How very few were there in com- 
pariſon, in the firſt Ages. of the Chriſtian Church, who received the Do- 
frige of the Goſpel from the mouths of perſons infallible > And of m_ 
| wno 
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who did ſo, what certain evidence have men, That alli choſe:perfans did 
receive the Doctrine upon the account of the 1»falibiliyz ob the! pro- 
pounders, and not rather upon ttie Ratinal Evidence of the Trayh of the 
Nodrine delivered, and whether the belief of their Ifallibilie ws ab- 
ſolutely neceſſary to Faith, when the report af the Euidences of. the Truth 
of the Docheine might raiſe in them an obligation to believe, ſuppoſing | 
them not infulli ble im that delivgry of it's but that they looked on them as 
honeſt Men; who fsithfully related, hat then had ſeen and baard And 

this ſeems the mote probable, in that the Ahle themſelves, in their un- 
doubtedly divine writings, do ſo often appeal to their own ſufficiency and 
integrity, without pleading ſo much their [»fallibility; S. Jabs (ith, That 1 Job. i. i. 
which we babs ſeen and heard, and handled, declare we unte you. 8. Peter , pet. i. 
appeals to bis being an Eye · witneſo, to make it appear he delivered #o cun- 16. 
ningly deeiſed fables. 8. Luke makes this a ground, That the things were Luk. 101, 
lyhelieued;” becauſe delivered ſporm them who were Eye witneſſes and Mini- * 

ſters af - the Ford. if they inſiſted ſo much upon this Rational Evidence, 

and ſo ſparingly on their own 1 certainly they thonghit the one 
afforded agood foundation for zith, though the other, after believing it, 

might highly advance it. And therefore I ſuggeſt not theſe things, in the 

leaſt, to que ſtion the Iufallibilitj of the Apoſtles, but to let us ſee, that even 

at that time, when there was a certain infallible Teſtimony, yet that is 

not urged as the only foundation for Faith, but Rational Evidence produ- 

ced even by thoſe perſons who were thus infallible, If we deſcend lower 

in the Chriſtian Church, or .walk abroad to view the ſeveral Plantations of 

the Chureber at that time, Where do we read or meet with the leaſt inti- 
mation of an infallible Teſtimony of the Catbolick Church; ſo call'd from its 
Communion With that of Rome £ What infallible Teſtimony of that Charcb 

had the poor Britain: to believe on? or thoſe Barbarians mentioned in Ire- 
news, who yet believed without a written word? What mention do we 

meet with, in-all the ancient Apologeticks of Chriſtians, wherein they give 

ſo large an account of the grounds of Chriſtian Faith, of the modern method 

for reſolving Faith £ Nay, what one ancient Father or Council give the leaſt 
countenance to this pretended Infalibility, much leſs make it the only ſure 
Foundation of Faith, as you do? Nay, how very few are there among your 

ſelves who believe it, and yet think themſelves never the worſe Chriſtians 

for it? If then your Doctrine be true, what becomes of the Faith of all theſe 
perſons mentioned ? Upon your principles their Faith could not be a true 

and Divine Faith ; that is, Let them all think they believed the Doctrine of 

Chriſt never ſo heartily, and obeyed it never ſo-conſcientionſly ; yet becauſe they 

did not believe it on the Infallibility of your Church, their Faith was but a kind 

of gilded and ſplendid Infidelity, and none of them Chriſtians, . becauſe not 


Jeſuits.” And doth not this principle then fairly adyance Chriſtianity in 


the world, when the belief of it comes to be ſettled on Foundations never 
heard of in the beſt and pureſt times of it; nay, ſuch Foundations; as 
for want of their believing them, their Faith muſt be all in vain, and Chriſt 

dyed in vain for them ? n AT ABRIY. $5 

2. You aſſert ſuch things upon the preterice of Infallibility, which deſtroy 5 7. 
all the rational evidence of Chriſtian Religion And what greater diſ-ſervice 


could you poſſibly do to it, than by taking away all the proper grouuds of 
certainty of it? And, inſtead of building it ſuper hanc Petram, upon the Rook 
22 you do it only upon a Neick:ſand, which ſwal/ows up the 


ifice, and ſucts in the Foundations of it. You would have men to be- 


ſure 
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ſure Need; and yet, if men believe this Infallibility of Far Church, you 


require ſuch things to be believed upon it, which deſtroy all kind of 
tertainty In Religion. And that I prove by ſome of thoſe principles which 
are received among you upon the account of the Churches Infallibility. 

1. That the judgment of Senſe is not to be relied on, in matters of Faith 
This is the great Principle upon which the Doctrine of Tram/ubſtantiation 
ſtands in your Church ; and this is all, the. moſt confiderative Men among 


| you have to ſay, when all thoſe Contradidions are offered to them, which 


that Doctrine is ſo big of, both to the judgment of ſenſe and reaſon, viz, 
That though it ſeem ſo contradiFory ; yet becauſe the Church, which is infallible, 
delivers it, they are bound not to queſtion it. If this Principle then be true, 
That the judgment of ſenſe is not to be relyed on, in matters which ſenſe 
is capable of judging of; it will be impoſſible for any one to give any ſatiſ. 
factory account of the grand Foundations of Chriſtian Faith. For if we 
carefully examine the grounds of Certainty in Chriſtian Religion, we find 
the great appeal made to the judgment of Senſe, ( That which we have ſeen, 
and heard, and handled.) If then the judgment of Senſe muſt not be taken 
in a proper object, at due diſtance, and in ſuch a thing wherein al Men, 
Senſes are equally judges ; I pray, tell me what aſſurance the Apoſtles 
could have, or any from them, of any miracles which Chriſt wrought, of 
any Doctrine which he preached ; eſpecially becauſe in his wiracles there 
was ſomething above nature, in which caſe Men are more apt to ſuſpect 
Impoſtures, than in things which are the continual Objes of Senſe, as in 
the cafe of Tranſubſtantiation * Wherein, if Men are not bound to rely on 
the judgment of Senſe, you muſt ſay, that our Faculties are ſo made, that 
they may be impoſed upon, in He proper Objects of them; and ito, fare- 
wel all Certainty, not only in Religion, but in all things elſe in the world. 
For what aſſurance can I have of the knowledge of any thing, if I find that 
my Faculties not only may be, but I am bound to believe that they ac 
are, deceived in a thing that is as proper an Object of Senſe, as any in the 
world. And ifa thing, which the judgment of all mankind (thoſe ex- 
cepted who have given away their ſenſe and reaſon in this preſent caſe) doth 
unanimouſly concur in, may be falſe ; What evidence can we have, when 
any thing isgrue? For, if a thing ſo plain and evident to our Sexſes may 
be falſe, viz, That what I and all other Men ſee, is bread, what ground 
of certainty can we have, but that which my Senſes, and all other Mens 
judge to be falſe, may be true? for by this means you take away the verriet 
both of Senſe and Reaſon in things, and conſequently, all things are equally 
true and falſe to as; and thence it follows, That Truth and Falſhood are but 
Fancies, that our Faculties have no means to difference the one from the 
other, that in things we all agree in, as proper objects of Sexſe, we not only 
may be, butaredeceived ; and then farewel Senſe, Reaſon and Religion toge- 
ther. For Ipray, Tell me what Aſſurance could the Apoſtles have of the Reſur- 
rection of Chriſt's Individual Body from the grave, but the Judgment of 
Senſe © What ways did he uſe to convince them, that he was not a Spectre 
or Apparition, but by an appeal to their Senſes? by what means did he re- 
claim Thomas from his lafidelity, but by bidding him make uſe of his 
Senſes ? If Thomas had believed Tranſubſtantiation, he would eaſily have 
anſwered our Saviour Argument, and told him, If there were not a pro- 
ductive, yet there might be an Adductive Tranſmutetion of ſome other per- 


ſon into him: and the Diſciples might all have ſaid, It was true, there 


Were the accidents of Chriſt's Body, the external ſhape and figure of it; but, 


for all they could diſcern, there might be ſome Ixviſible Spirit under thoſe 


external 
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external Accidents of Shape + And therefore they muſt deſire to be — 


yon from believing it to be h Body ; for, Hoc eſt corpus menu, had told them 
| of already $Thas the external Accidents Mt remain, where the Subſtance was 
lich kbange d. Now therefore, 'When the Affurance of Chriſtian Religion came 
1 from the judgment of the Senſes of thoſè whꝗq were Eye-witneſſe: of the 
1) Miracle and the ReſorreHion of Cbriſt ; if the Senſes of Men may be ſo groſ- 
tion iy decet dec in the proper Obje@s of them in the caſe of Tranſubſtentiati- 
ong bn, white ſuratce couſd they themſel ves have, who were Eye witneſſes of 
ch them ? Aud How much leſs aſſurance can we heve, who have all our Evi- 0 
vis, dence from the certainty of their * 255 ? So that it appears upon the 
ible, whole, that, take away the certainty of the Jadgwent of Senſe, you deſtroy 
Us all Certdimty in Religion ; for, Tradition only conveys to us now, What 
-nle was originally grounded upon the Judgment of Senſe, and delivers to us in 
il. an undoubted tanner, that which the Apoſtles ſaw and heard. And do not 
we you then give a very good account of Religion by the Infallibility of your 
ind Church 3 when, if I believe your Charch to be infallible, I muſt by virtue 
een, bf that Infallibility, believe ſomething to be true, which if it be true, there 
ken cin be no certainty at all of the Trath of Chriſtian Religion. 
len: 2. Another Principle is, That we can have no certainty of any of the grounds 6. 1. 
files of Faith, but from the Infallibility of your preſent Church. Whereby you do 
, of theſe two things. 1. Deſtroy the Obligation to Faith which ariſeth from 
here the rational Evidence of Chriſtian Religion. 2. Put the whole ſtreſs of the 
pect Truth of Chriſtianity upon the proofs of your Churches Infallibility z by which 


things any one may eaſily ſee what tendency your Doctrine of reſolving 
Faith hath, and how much it defigns the overthrow of Chriſtianity. 1. You 
deſtroy the Obligation to Faith from t he rational Evidence of Chriſtian Religi- 
on, by telling Men, as you do expreſly in the very Title of your net Chap- 
ter, That there can be no nnqueſtionable Aſſerance of Apoſtolical Tradition, but 
from the infallible Authority of the preſent Church. If ſo, then Men cannot have 
any unqueſtionable aſſurance that there was ſuch a Perſon as Chriſt in the 
World, that he wrought ſuch grat Miracles for confirmation of his Do- 
Arine, that he dyed and roſe again ; it ſeems we can have no aſſurance of 
heſe things if the preſent Church be not Infallible. And if we can have no aſ- 
urance of them, what Obligation can Nie upon us to believe them? for, 45 
ſurante of the matters of faF, which are the foundations of Faith, is neceſſa- 
ry in order to the obligation to believe; I mean ſuch an aſſurances as mat- 
ters of fact are capable of; for no higher can be required than the nature of 
things will bear. And what a ſtrange affertion then is this, that matter, of 
Fa# cannot be conveyed to us in an nnqueſtionable manner; unleſs the 
reſent Church ſtamp her Infallibility upon them? Cannot we have an un- 
ueſtionable aſſurance that there were ſuch Perſons as Ceſar and Pompey, and 
that they did ſuch and ſuch things without ſome infallible Teſtimony 2 If 
we may in ſuch things, why not in other matters of fad which infinitely 
mote concern the World to know than whatever Cæſar or Pompey did ? But 
this will be more at lagre examined afterwards ; I only now take notice of 
the conſequence of this Principle, atid how fairly it deſtroys all 7ation, 
Evidence of the Truth of tir Religion ; which whoſoever takes away will 
be by force of Reaſori, a Sceptich in the firſt place, and an * in the ſe · 
cond. Neither is the danger meerly in deſtroying the rational Evidence of 


Religion ʒ but, 2. In putting the whole weight of Religion upon the proofs 

of the preſent Churches Infallibility, which whoſoever conſiders how filly 

and weak they are, cannot ſuſficiently wonder at the defigh of thoſe Men, 

who pitt the moſt excellent Religion in =y World, and which is built * 
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the higheſt and ttueſt Reaſon, to ſuch a ſtrange kind ot Ordeal Tryal, that 
if ſhe paſs not through this St. Viniſred's Needle, her Innocency muſt be 
ſuſpected, and her Truth condemned, So that whoſoë ver queſtions the 
truth of this kind of Purgation, wilh have a greater ſuſpieion of- a Juggle 
and Impoſtyre if ſhe be acquitted; than if ſhe had never ſubmitted to ſuch a 


Tryal. And when we come to examine the Proofs brought fonchis Tal- 
libility, it will then further appear, what uncertainty. in Religies Meh are 


betrayed to, under this confident Pretext of Infalibility. 4 Thus we ſee 


what Sceptici/m in Religion the Principles owned upon the account of 
Infallibility, do bring Men to. oz | 
8. 9. 3. When you have brought Men to this, that the only. fare Ground of 
Faith is the Infallibility of your Church, you are not able to give them any 
ſatisfactory account at all concerning it; but plunge them into greater un- 
certainties than ever they were in before. For you can neither ſatisſie them 
what that Church is which you ſuppoſe Infalible; what in that Church is the 
proper Subject of this n what kind of Infallibility this is, or how 
we ſhould know when the Church doth decide Infalibility, and when not; 
and yet every one of theſe Queſtions is no leſs than abſolutely neceſſary to 
be reſolved, in order to the Satisfaction of Men's Minds, as to the Foun- 
dation of their Faith. a. Iv: | C Br 
1. You cannot ſatisſie Men what that Church is which you ſuppoſe to be In- 
Fillible. Certainly, if you had a defign to give Men a certain Foundation 
tor their Faith, you would not be ſo by of diſcovering what it is you un- 
derſtand by that Church which you would have Ifallible; it you had meant 
honeſtly, the firſt thing you ſhould have done was to have prevented all mi- 
ſtakes concerning the meaning of the Church, when you know what vari- 
ous Significations it hath, not only in Scripture, but among your ſelves, 
Whether you mean the Church Eſſential, Repreſentative, or Vertual, for every 
one of theſe upon occaſion you make uſe of: And it was never more neceſ- 
ſary to have explained them than in this place, and yet you with wonder- 
ful Care and Induſtry avoid any intimation of what you mean by that 
Church which you would prove Infallible. When you plead ſo earneſtly 
for the Churches Infallibility, T pray tell us what you mean by the Church; 
do you intend the truly Catholickand. Univerſal Church which comprehends 
in it all ſuch as own and profeſs the Doctrine of Chrift, in which ſenſe it was 
Prefat in well ſaid by Abulenſis. Eccleſia univerſalis nunquam erat, quia nunquam tota 
_ erat, Ihe univerſal Church never errs, becauſe the whole Church is never decei- 
ved. Or, do you mean by your Catholick Church ſome particular part of it, 
to which you apply the name of Catholick not for Univerſality of extent, 
but ſoundneſs of Doctrine? Then it will be neceſſary yet further, to ſhew 
What part of the Church that is, by what Right and Title that hath engroſſed 
the name of Catholick, ſo as to exclude other Societies of Chriſtians from it; 
and whether you muſt not firſt prove the abſolute Integrity and Sound- 
neſs of her Doctrine, before you can attribute this Title toit. For otherwiſe 
you will find that marvellouſly true, which the ſame Toſtatus ſaith, Eccle- 
fra Latinorum non eſt Eccleſia Univerſalis ſed quedam pars ejus : ided etiamſi 
Lueh. 4. tota ipſa erriſſet, non errabat Eccleſia Univerſalis, quia manet Eccleſia Univerſa- 
3 lis in partibus illis que non errant, fiueille ſint numero plures quam errantes, 
fue non. So that if you prove the Infallibility of the Catholic Church, this 
proves nothing at all as to the Roman Church, which at moſt can be ſuppo- 
ſed to be but a part of it, and though that ſhould err, the Catholick Church 
might not err, becauſe that remains in thoſe parts which err not, though they 


be more or leſs in number than thoſe that err. This is the ſenſe of his m_— ; 
who 
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who ſeemed to have a much truer conception of the Univerſal. Charch, 
' than thoſe now of your SeZ.and Party, If then we may believe the Church 
to be infallible; and yet, in the mean time, condemꝑ your Church for the 
groſſeſt Errors Will it nat be found neceſſary for you, to tell ug;yet - 
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al Perſons in this number, taken, either diſtributiveh, or colleFively £ Or, 


- therwiſe any company of C 
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more diſtin@ly, What you mean by theGhurch you would prove lnfalli- 


ble? But, ſuppoſing that only thoſe parts you-eſtgen Catholic, make,up 


. 


the Catholick Church, even among them the Queſtion will Hill retutn, 
What you mean by this Catholic Church ? Do you mean all the Individs- 


Do you mean, all thoſe who are eatraſted with the Government of theſe ? 
and then, Whether all Ixferior Paſtors, or only Biſhops /2 And. if Biſhops, 
Whether all thoſe colleFively; or elſe by way; of, Repreſentation in a Conn- 
cil? And (till remember to make it good, that hat you pitch upon as the 
acception of the Church, be not an effect of humane. Policy, as Albertas 
Pighing (aid. All Councils mere no mort ; but that what you faſten the Ac- 
ception of the Church Catholiek upon, you be ſure to make it out, that is 
the Catholic Church to whom the Promiſes are made in Scripture : And, 
be fure to tell us, How a Church comes to be infallible Repreſentation ? 
Whether as they, who make the Church e eliver.the Senſe of 
the Church they repreſent z or by an immediate Prowiſe made to them upon 
their Convention. If the former, Whether it will not be neceſſary, in order 
to the I»fallibility of the Council, to know, that it ſpeaks the ſenſe of all 
thoſe particular Churches whom they repteſent: If the latter, you muſt re- 
member ſuch places as belong to them, as repreſenting the Church ; for o- 
briflians aſſembled, together, will challenge an 

equal intereſt in them ; and then you will find it a hard matter to prove one 
Ifallible, and not the other. But, if after all this, your Mind mill ſhould 
dwindle into a Nutcracker, and this Harrangue concerning the Iufallibiliiy 
of the Catholick, Church, ſhould at laſt end in one particular Perſon. which 
by a ſtrange Catrebreſis, muſt be call'd the Church, or elſe, as Heir at Law 
to her, doth take poſſeſſion of all her Privileges. Then the Teſtament muſt 
be produced wherein he is named ſo, andithoſe Clauſes, eſpecially, where- 
in the Rights and Privileges of her are devolved over to him and his 
Heirs for ever. There being then ſo much ambiguity and uncertainty in 
the very name ofthe Church Catholick, which you would ptove infallible, 
that if nothing elſe diſcovered your Impoiture, yet this would ſufficiently, 
that you would undertake to reſolve Men's Faith by the Infallibility of the 
Church, and yet never offer to ſhew. what that Church is. 
2. Suppoſing you had ſhewn what the Church is, yet you never tell us 
what the Subject of Infallibility is in that Church. For, when in this caſe 
you ſpeak of [fallibility, you muſt remember you are not to ſhew what 
that Church is, which is not deceivedin judging concerning things neceſſary 
to Salvation, but what the Church is, which is infallible in her Direct ion 
of others to Salvation: For, you ſpeak, of ſuch an Infallibility as mult be a 
Guide to others, and whoſe infallible judgment maſt be known to all ſuch 
who mult reſolve their Faith into her Teſtimony : You would have done then 
no more than was abſolutely neceſſary td have preciſely ſhewn us where 
this Infallibility is lodged in your Church z whether in Pope or Council, or 
both together, I ſuppoſe it can be no news either to you, or to the Rea- 
der, what Controverſies there are among the greateſt of your fide, whether 
the Pope or Council be the greater, and to whom this J»fallibility belongs ; 
neither are either ſide fully agreed in their own way, for ſome that are tor 
the Infallibility of a General Council, will make that I»fallible my”, the 
A ope, 
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Pope, others account that opinion, if not Heretical, the next ſtep to it. 
hoft who are for the Pope's Infallibility, are not agreed neither when he 

f befaid to be © ob They who ſpeak Orzeles, tell us, when he 
doth define ex Catbe##}, „but what that is; neither they nor we can well 
telt 3 ſome fay it is, when he hath a Congregation of choſen Carddindls about 
him; others make the whole Colledge of Cardinals neceſſary, and therefore 
ſorne in the late Deſimtiom concerning the Janſeniſts were _ be- 
cauſe t was defined only by a Congregation of choſen Cardinals, which they 
ſaid, was not defining ex Cathedr# : Some again make neither of theſe ne- 
ceffary, but ſuppoſe the Infallibility lodged in the Pope himſelf. And are we 
not at a fine paſs for the certainty of our Faith, if it muſt rely upon the in- 
faffible Teſtimony of your Church ; and yet you your ſelves not at all a- 
greed to whom this Ifallible Tefiimony doth belong? Think not that we 
will be put off with that filly Evaſion, That theſe Differences among jon hin- 
der not the certuinty of Faith, becauſe it ir not defide either way. For, 1. How 
hall we come to know among you what is de fide, and what not, till you 
are agreed to whom this I[»fa/;bility belongs? And if it belongs to a Gere. 
ral Council, then it is de fide ; for it was determined at the Council of Baſil, 
in behalf of the Council, and therefore if one of the Opinions be true, it 
miſt be de fide ; for, I ſuppoſe you make that to be ſo, which is determi- 
ned by the infallible Teſtimony of your Chxrch. 2. How ſhall a Man be- 
heve, that any thing at all is de fide among you, if that on which your 
Faith is to reſt, be not de ide? For, ſuppoſing a Difference to happen, 
which hath often done between the Pope and Council, and they decree con- 


trary things to each other, if it be not de fide, to believe either the one or 


the other diſtinctiy to be infallible, upon what Teſtimony at ſuch a time 
muſt that which eth the infallible Teſtimony of your Church rely > 


3. If it be ſaid not to be de fide, becauſe not determined; by the ſame rea- 


fon your Churches Infallibiluy cannot be defide, becauſe not determined nei- 
ther: For, if the Determination of the Church be neceſſary to make any 
thing de fide, it muſt by the fame reaſon be neceſſary to make your 
Churches Infallibility de fide ;, and, I ſuppoſe, you will not readily inſtance 
in any Decree of the Catholick Church, where the Teſtimony of yaur Church 
is determined to be Infa//ible. And yet one would imagine, that if there 
were ſuch a neceſſity in order to Faith, of the Infallible Teſtimony of your 


Church, there would be an equal neceſſity of believing this Infallibility on 


P. 5 5. n. 1. 


the ſame Teſtimony: Or if one may believe one Article, eſpecially ſo im- 
portant a one as that, without any precedent Infal/ible Teſtimony, why not 
any other, nay, why not all the reſt > Thus you ſtill ſee, how Ducertain- 
fies grow upon us, when we ſearch into your account of Faith. 

. Yon are not certain neither, What kind of Infallibility this is; For you 
offer to prove the Church —_— by the ſame way that Moſes, Chriſt, 
and bis Apoſtles were proved Infallible : A very fair Offer, if you could make 
it good; but then we were in hopes you would have proved ſuch a lind of 
Infallibility as they had; you tell us, No : For your Infallibility is Swperna- 


* 53.0. 4. tyral, but not Divine; that it is preciſe Infallibility, but not abſolute, ; that it 


is not by immediate Revelation, but by immediate Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt : 
Something you would have, but you cannot tell what; an Infallibiliiy in the 
Concluſion, without any in the uſe of meanr;an Infallibility by immediate Aſſr- 


ſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, yet but in a ſort Divine; an Infallibility yielding 


nothing to Scripture in point of Supernaturality and CertaF2ty, yet nothing 
ſol xfal/ible as Scripture. Are not theſe brave things to make wiſe Men cer- 


ain in their Religion with ! that they are to believe the Scriptures upon 2 
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Chap. V. of Reſolving Faith, 


Teſtimony infallible, yet not infalible ; divine, yet not divine; and there: 
fore certain, but not certain; true, but not true: But of the ſillineſs of theſe 


Diſtinctions, afterwards. But, can you think to perſwade wiſe or rational 


men to believe their Religion on ſuch terms as theſe are ? Had they no 
other evidence than what you give them, would they not be ſhrewdly 
tempted to reject all Religion, as a meer Ipeſture, as no doubt your 
Doctrine of Infallibiliiy is? A ſtrange kind of Taliſman, which ſecures your 
Pope from a poſſibility of erring, but ſtill he muſt be under the certain di- 
reckion of bis Stars; for, if he be not ia Cathedrd, this Teleſm doth him no 
good at all. It were heartily to be wiſhed, if he ſhould once happen to be 
in Cathedr1, he would infallibly determine what it was to be in Cat bedr l 
for ever after ; for it would eaſe Mens minds of à great many troubleſome 
{cruples, which they cannot, without ſome infallible Determination, get 
themſelves quit of. But (till we are bound to believe your Church Infallible : 


But, I pray, whence comes this Infallibility > Comes it from Heaven, or i 


it of Men ? From Heaven, no doubt, you ſay ; for it is by a promiſe of the 
Holy Ghoſt. This were ſomething, if it were proved ; but yet you main- 
tain this Infallibilitiy in ſuch a manner, that none who read the Scriptures 
could ever think, it were promiſed there. For there they always read, 
That the Spirit of Truth is a Spirit of Holineſs, and never dwells in thoſe who 
are carnal or wicked men ; but, you tell us: That let the lives of Popes be 
what they will; they have no promiſe to ſecure them from being wicked, 
but the Spirit of God doth by immediate Aſſiſtance ſecure them from being 
fallible. But, I pray, which of theſe two is not only more contrary to 
Scripture, but to Humane Nature; Wickedneſt or Fallibiluy? This latter, 


fo conſequent upon the imperfection of our underſtandings, that, till 


we put off the one, we can hardly be freed from the other; but Wicked- 
xeſs is that which the whole deſign of Chriſtian Religion is againſt, and 
adminiſters the higheſt Motives, and the greateſt Aſſzſtance for the con- 
queſt of; and can it then be thought ſuitable to ſuch a Doctrine, that the 
Divine Spirit ſhould, like Mahomet's Dove, be always ready to whiſper in 
the ear of the moſt profligate Perſon, if it be but his fortune to ſit in Cathe- 
drs? Such a kind of [zfallibility as this, I aſſure you, will never prevail 
with any ſuch perſons, who underſtand Chriſtian Religion, to believe the 
Doctrine of it upon ſuch pretences as yours are. Ie 


4. Suppoſing, you could tell Men intelligibly and ſuitably to the Do- 


arine of Chriſtianity, What kind of infallibility this in ; yet it you cannot 
ſatisſie them, whez your Church doth define infallibly, yea leave them (till in 
the ſame Labyrinth, without any clue to direct them out of it. But, if 
we conſider what things are neceſſary to be believed, before we can be- 
lie ve any definition of your Church infallible, how impoſſible it is to be 
infallibly aſſured of any ſuch definition of your Church, ſure you cannot 
blame us for crying out of the Labyrinth you have brought us into. 


1. How many things in Chriſtian Religion are to be believed, before we 


can imagine any ſuch thing as an infallible Teſtimony of your Chureb? And 
if the Infallibilit of that be the ground of Faith, on what account muſt 
thoſe things be believed, which are antecedent to the belief of ſuch an i. 
fallible Teſtimony £ Now, that many things, and ſome of them far from be- 
ing clear, are to be believed antecedently to an infallible Teſtimony, will ap- 
pear ; if we da but conſider what they commonly mean by that Church, 


8. 10. 


which they ſuppoſe infallible, and what muſt be ſuppoſed, that this Infalli- 


bility be the Rule of Faith. By the Church, they tell you, they mean the Ca- 


tholickChurch e but leſt you ſhould think them too honeſt in ſaying ſo, at next 


word 
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ward it is, the Roman Catbolick Church (aſt as if one ſhould ſay the German- 
Univerſal Eaperonr. ) But leſt you ſhould think at leaſt they. meant the Ro- 
mam Church of all Ages, and think you might have ſome relief from the Pri- 
mitive Raman Chitrch, they will ſocn rectiſie your miſt2kes, by telling you, 
it is the preſent Roman Church they mean 3; but if it be the preſent Roman- 
Chrreb, it may be you would be willing to hear the judgment of al/ the ho- 
neſt Men in that Church, and that you hope many of the people and learned 
Men (not in Orders) may ſpeak their minds freely. To prevent that, they 
tell you they mean only the repreſentative Church, But (till the Biſhops, who 
make up this repreſentative Church, may in their ſeveral Synods complain of 
abuſes, and rectifie miſcarriages ; therefore they underſtand not Biſhops by 
themſelves, or particular Syzods, but met together in General Councils. But 
yet, if the Council were truly Oecumenical, there might be ſome hopes of 
redreſs. But for that they are ſure; for they allow none to be members of 
the General Councils, which are in Schiſz or Hereſe; and their own Church 
is to be Judge, what Schiſm and Hereſie is; and they are hugely to blame 
then, it they admit any but thoſe of their own party. But yet, ſome Coun- 
cils have (ſtood upon their privileges in oppoſition to the Pope, as thoſe of 
Conſtance and Baſil. Therefore, to make all ſure, no Council is la ful in it 
ſelt, or its decrees bind the Church, but ſuch as is call d and confirmed by the 
Pope : who is ſtrangely to blame then, if he ſuffers any thing to pals to his 
own prejudice : So that this Zzfal/ibility of the Pope, is the laſt reſort in the 
reſolution of Faith; for all the reſt, we fee, are uncertain, And what a 
vaſt meaſure of Faith ( greater than that which our Saviour ſaid, would 
remove mountains) is neceſſary to believe this Ixfallibilitiy of the Pope? for 
in the firſt place, unleſs he believes the particular Roman-Church to be the 
Catholick Church, he ſpoils all the Conjuring afterwards, with not having 
Faith enough about him, Again, he muſt believe, that Chriſt hath promi- 
ſed an Infabible Aſſeitance to the Paſtors of the Church as diſtin@ from the Peo- 
ple; but this avails little (till, unleſs he believes theſe Credentials muſt not be 
opened, but in full Council; and that Council ſuch a one as the Pope calls, 
and in which himſelf preſides, either in Perſon, or by his Legates, and that 
the Decrees of the Council oblige not the Church, without the Pope's Con- 
fir mation ; and to that end you muſt believe, that S. Peter was made Mo- 
narch of the Church by Chriſt ; that this Monarchy was to be derived to all his 
Succeſſors in all places ; but as to this (wherever he was belides ) he never 
had any Succeſſor, any where but at Rome: And theſe Succeſſors of his at 
Rome, cannot for their lives err, if they do but (it in Cathedrd. Certainly he 
that hath Faith to ſwallow all theſe things, is hugely to blame it he ſtick at 
any thing; and by that time a Man's underſtanding is debauch d ſufficiently 
by theſe Principles, I make no queſtion but ſuch a one will believe Infallibi- 
lity, Tranſubſtantiation, or any thing in the world. But beſide theſe things, 
in order to the making the Churches Teſti mony the Rule of Faith to any one, 
there muſt another dofe of Principles be taken, which have Opium enough 
in them to lay aſſeep all the remainders of reaſon : For he mult infallibly be- 
lieve the Church to be infallible, though no infallible Argument be brought 
for the proof of it; That this Church doth judicially and authoritatively 
pronounce her Sentence in matters of Faith, though we know not what that 
Churchis, which muſt ſo pronounce 3 That he infallibly know that aps 
ticular Sentence was ſo pronounced, though he can have no other than Moral 
Means of knowing it; And laſtly, That the I-falibility muſt be the firſt thin 
believed, although all tbeſe things muſt of neceſſity be believed before it. A 


if after this ſecond Purgation, he be not a true Son of the Church of * 
; e 
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he deſerves to be Anathematixed as an obſtinate Perſon; for having .any 
thing of Resſonin him. Theretore 4 wonder not that the Docttine of Infal- 
libility ieerns no ſtrange thing to you; forfa Man mult devour ſuch Giant- 


like Abſurdities, before he comes to it, that When he comes at it, he finds it 


nothing. But (till, one would think it a little ſtrange, that this Iafallibili- 
j ſhould be the only Foundation of believing all things in Religion ; and 


yet. ſo many things, and ſome of them very firange ones, mult of neceſlity 


be certainly believed before it. EH oats IB: : 
2. Suppoſing a Man not only believes all theſe things before it, but doth 
really believe your Church Infallible, yet he is uncertain (till how he ſhould 
know when your Church defines Infallibly, Fot ſo many things are required 
in reference to the Perſon defining, ſo many ſot the definition it ſelf, that it 


will be no eaſie matter to remove thoſe difficulties which lie in the way of 
his Aſſent to ſuch a Definition. As to the Per ſon, if he be nota Chriſtian, 


if he be nota Prieſt, it not a Lawful Pope, all his Definitions are far from be- 
ing Ir fallible; yet none of all theſe can any one be aſſured of according to 
your Principles of the intention of the Prieſt being neceſſary in the 4d miniſtra- 
tion of Sacraments, in order to the effed of them. (But the large train of 
Conl-quences following from hence, I forbear to urge you with, becauſe 
they have been ſo often _ by abler Pens.) But, What will you ſay, 
when we are ſo far from aſſurance, as to the Pope's being legally choſen, that 
we have, if 'not great Evidence, yet very high Preſumptions of the contrary, 
what becomes then of your Pope's Infallibility > Nay, from the ]/egality 
of one, follows the Ilegality of all his Succeſſors, becauſe they were choſen 
by Cardinals, made by him ; who could be no lawful Cardinals, becauſe he 
was no legal Pope, and conſequently not they who were made by them. 
The caſe is this ; There is a Ball of Pope Julius the Second, againſt the Simo- 
niacal Election of any Pope, which the Cardinals, upon their firſt entrance 
into the Conclave, (wear ſolemnly. to obſerve. In which Bull it is expreſly 
ſaid, That if any Pope be Simoniacally choſem by any of the Cardinals, upon any 
gift or promiſe whatſoever, that ſuch an Elecł ion is ipſo facto null; and the Car- 
dinals may oppoſe one ſo choſen, as if guilty of manifeſt Hereſie 5 and that none 
ought to receive or look, on ſuch a one as Pope;neither can this Simoni acal Electi- 
on be made good by inthronization, courſe of time, ſubmiſſion of Cardinals, &c. 
And that they ought all to avoid him as a Magician, Heathen, Publican, or the 
Founder of Hereſie. This is the ſubſtance of that Bull. Now it is notori- 
ouſly known, that Sixtas the Fifth, was Simoniacally choſen Pope. For, that 
he might be choſen, he did under his hand promiſe to Cardinal d Eſte, who 
had a great intereſt in the Conclave, that in the time of his Popedow, he 
would never create Jerome Matthew, the Cardinals great Enemy, a Cardi- 
nal Upon which promiſe he was through his intereſt choſen Pope. But, 
when afterwards the Pope violated his Faith to him, by creating his Enemy 
Cardinal ; d Eſte, being highly incenſed againſt him for it, ſent the very 
Inſtrument ſubſcribed by the Pope's own hand, to Philip the Second King of 


Spain, who in the Year 1589, ſent the Duke of Suiſſe extraordinary Eu- V. Suppl 
baſſadour to Rome, to intimate to Sixtis the Fifth, his intention of calling a 7; 329 


* 


perat. Reg. 


General Council, according to the Bull of Julius the Second, for declaring this Prin: 
Simoniacal Election. When this Meſſage was delivered to the Pope, and he ber 


ſaw the laſtrument was diſcovered under his own hand, he fell into ſuch a Cocili 
perplexity, that he died ſoon after, which ſtopt the progreſs of the Bupreſs. ccd 
By this it evidently appears, that Sixtus himſelf was no lawful Pope, and un z. 
therefore could create no Cardinals And, becauſe the Cardinals created by Lond. 
him, had a voice in the Election of the ſubſequent Popes ; it follows, 5 * 
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there hath been no legal Pope ſince Sixtus the fifth. For, attei the death of 
Sixtus, Cardinal Montalto his Nephew, wich forty Votes entred the Conclave, 
and choſe Urban the Seventh, lived but few days ; after him Gregor 
the Fourteeitth, vwho was Pope but ten Months: After him Junocentius t 
Nizth, who continued but two Months; after him Clement the Eighth, why 
out- lived the Election thirteen Tears. But not to enquire any further into 
the irregular Election, and the Simonidcal Bargains of Paul the Fifth, after 
the death of Cement; this certainly may ſuffice to let Men ſee, what he- 
comes of their Faith, when they pin it upon the Pope's Sleeve : For, if we 
are to fely upon his infallible Teſtimony, and he fo far from being [»fal- 
ible, that by their own Conſtitutions he was no Pope, nor to be looked on 
as other than a Magician, Heathen, and Heretick, is not our Faith then ſet. 
tled on a ſure Foundation ? For what aſſurance can any one have, that a- 
midſt all the Enormities, and ſecret Practieb of the Conclave, any one is 
freely and legally choſen? But, Where will his Faith ſtand, when it is no. 
torious, that a Cardinal muſt ſay, Dabo tibi elavet, and that not without a 
Contract too? But, ſuppoſe all the aſſurance that may be of the Perſon who 
is to deliver this Infallible Teſtimony ;, yet at the utmoſt, the. moſt Men in 
the World can have no more than a Moral Certainty of the Definition it ſelf. 
If we can imagine, that any one ſhould know that great Myſtery, when 
the Pope ſhould define ex Cathedr4 ; yet, can he have any greater evidence of 
fuch a Definition, than we have concerning the things revealed in Scrip- 
ture 2 I cannot think that you will ſuppoſe any greater evidence of it, than 
if one ſees and hears it; and, what do we deſire leſs in reference to the Do- 
arine of Chriſt 2 But how few in the World are there, who ſtand by, when 
the Pope defines 2 May others be certain of ſuch a Definition or no, ſo as to 


de obliged to believe it? If not, What good can this Infallibility do them? 


If they may, Why do you quarrel with our way as ancertain? When if 
you grant your Infalibility, you cannot preſcribe any more certain way, but 
one much more liable to queſtion and diſpute than ours 1s : Thus you ſee 
what little ad vantage you get by all theſe Bravado's about Infallibility; and 
that you are ſo far from giving a ſatisfactory account of Faith, that you ex- 
pole Chriſtian Religion to more doubts, ſcruples,and uncertainties, than ever be- 
fore. Which may abundantly ſhew to all unprejudiced Minds, the great anrea- 
ſonableneſs of your way of reſolvingFaith, which was the thing to be proved. 
2. But, ſuppoſe your way to be never ſo reaſonable, yet if it effect not that 

it was brought for, it deſerves little favour from inquiſitive Perſons, and that 
I now come to evince, viz. That ſuppoſing your Church Infallible, and that 

Infallibility proved by the Motives of Credibility, you do not eſcape the Circle ob- 

jected againſt your way. And really, whoſoever conſiders your way of ma- 
nagement of things, will find, that though you give out great words, and 

pretend to prove the Churches Infallibility, as Moſes and Cbriſt's was proved; 

yet your eye was all the while on nothing but the Circle, and thought, if you 

could get rid of that, you ſhould do well enough with any thing elle. For, 

as though this Circle had ridden you like an Ephialtes, you tumble, and 

groan,and toſs this way and that, and when you think your ſelf free from it, 
it ſits as cloſe upon you as ever. When you come ſo miſerably off with the 

Proofs of your Churches Infalibility, you ſatisfie your ſelf with this; I 

ſuffi cient for the preſent to have declared how the Catholicks fall not into a Cir- 
cle, as his Lordſbip here pretends they do. Though this could not be ſuffici- 

ent for your deſign, who had promiſed in the Page foregoing, to prove at 

large the Infal;bility of the Church; yet you had done ſomewhat, if you 


had done this, which, if 1 much miſtake not, you are as much to ſeek in, 
as 
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as in the Proots of your Churches Infallibility. And that I prove by three 
things, from the nature of that Faith whoſe Reſolution you promiſe, from 
the Perſons you prove it to, from the naue of that Infallibility which you 
attempt to prove. | 319 ine ein 
i. From the nature of that Faith you are enquiring a reſolution for, which 
is not that which you call a Humane Faith, but a Divine Faith. When 
you go about to prove the Churches Infallibility, by the Motives of Credibili- 
jy, is it a Divine Faith or no, which may be built on*theſe Motives 2 Chuſe 
which part you pleaſe. If it be, then by your own Confeſſion, a Divine 
Faith may be built on Prudential Motives's if it be not, then what is all this 
to the purpoſe ? For the Queſtion is not, Whether by any other kind of A, 
ſent you cannot avoid the circle ʒ but, Whether in the reſolution of Divine 
Faith you can or no? For, 1 hope, you deny not, but the Scriptures and 
the Churches Infallibility are both to be believed with the ſame kind of Aſſent; 
built upon an Ixfuilible Teſtimony ; in this caſe I then ask, Why, with a Di- 
vine Faith, you believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God? You anſwer, 
Becauſe the Church, which 3s Infallible, delivers them ſo to us. If I then ask, 
y with a Divine Faith you believe the Churches Infallibility 2 Anſwer me if 
you can, any other way, than becauſe the Scriptures, which are infallible, ſay 
fo. And thus you ſee, it is only your running away from the Queſtion, 
makes you think your (elf out ot the Circle, and not any ſatisfactory Anſwer 
to it, Will you, or dare you ſay, that is an Aſent of the ſame nature, which 
is built on the Metives of Credibility, with that which is grounded on an 
Infallible Teſtimony # It it be not, bethink your ſelf of a new Anſwer : If it 
be, bethink your ſelf of a new Way to oppoſe us, and not to think it ſuffici- 
ent to charge us with building Divine Faith on Prudential Motives, when 
you doit your ſelf. But, if you ſhould aſſert that to be a Divine Faith, Becar. jum: 
which is built on the Motives of Credibility, you not only contradict your , le fi 
ſelt, but the great Ones of your own Party. For your Becanxs ſaith, That** — 
theſe Motives are the Foundation only of a prudent Aſſent, but not Infallible ; Set. 8. 
and Valentia goes much higher, and tells us, The Faith grounded on theſe — 
Motives is not Divine, or infuſed, but acquiſite, that it is in its nature uncer- 1. 4. 1. 
tain and fallible, that it cannot be the Foundation of Chriſtian Faith. If this hg g. 
be true, To what end do you go about to reſolve Faith upon ſuch Uncer- colum. 35. 
tainties, in hopes to eſcape the Circle you ſee others in > This you ſee, 
how inſufficient your Attempt is, becauſe you ſpeak not of the ſame kind 
of Aſſent, as to the Scripture, and the Church. | ; 
2. You avoid not the Circle by the different conſederations of the Perſons you 
offer to prove the [nfallibility of the Church and Scripture to. You tell us, 
That when you prove the Infallibility of the Church by Scripture, you make uſe p. 53. u. . 
only of Arguments ad hotninem, and argue ex principiis conceſſis againſt Se- 
Garies,; who deny the Infallibility of your Church, but admit the Divine Antho- 
rity of the Seriptures,and therefore you may juſtly uſe Scripture-arguments againſt 
them. | grant it: But ſtill I ſay, you avoid not the Circle by this Subterfuge 
neither; For, 1. The queſtion 1s hot, Which way you will prove the FA 
fallibility of the Church againſt thoſe who deny it; but which way you re- 
ſol ve your owns Faith of the Churches Infallibility ? Therefote this ſignifies 
nothing at all as to your Queſtion about the Reſolation of Faith; for I ſup- 
poſe you build not that on any thing which your Adverfary grants or denies. 
Is there no difference between the way of proving a thing to an Adverſa- 
ry, and the reſolving one own Faith? I queſtion not, but you may diſpute 
with him upon Principles he grants and you deny; but, I ſhould think you 
no wiſe Man to build your Faith upon ſuch Prinuciplet. So that this _ 


i24 1 be Romaniſts way PART I. 
ſton comes not near the buſineſs . 2. Even in diſputing againſt your Ad. 
verſarjes you cannot avoid the Circle, which I thus prove. You offer to 
prove to them the ¶Mureh to be Infallible out of Scripture ; for this you 
bring them particular places, and think preſently to vanquiſh them with, 
Super bunc us oves; & Dabo tibi clave; but hence ariſeth ano- 
ther Queſtion, How you come infallibly to know, that this is the ſenſe of 
thoſe places? You know, your Adverſaries preſently deny any ſuch as Ia. 
fallibility to be proved out of them. And, what way have you to aſſure 
them, this is the ſenſe of them, but becauſe your Chareb, which is In falli. 
ble, delivers this to be the ſenſe of them? And is not this then a plain 
Circle 2 You are to believe the Church infallible, becauſe the Scripture ſaith ſo; 

aud you are to believe the Scripture ſaith ſo, becauſe the Church is Infallible. 
If this be not ſtill a plain Circle, you may queſtion whether there be any 

ſuch Figure in Mathematick. 5.203 | 5 

3. I prove you cannot avoid the Circle from your own Confeſſion of the 
nature of that Infallibility, which you ſay is in the Church. For you tell us, 

p. 38. n. 4. { hat the Churches I eſti mony dot not ſuppoſe any nem Revelation from God, but 

only a ſupernatural Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, preſerving her from all Error 
in defining the Points of Chriſtian Faith. By this Aſſert ion, you deſtroy alt 
poſſibility of avoiding the Circle by the Motives of Credibility ; for if theſe 
had proved an i»-mediate Divine Revelation in the Church, I confeſs you had 
proved the Churches Infallibility independently on Scripture; but, when you 
offer to prove only a Divine Aſſiſtance with the Church, in delivering for- 
mer Revelations, you cannot, and the reaſon is, becauſe you can bring no 
ground at all why ſuch an Aſſzfaxce ſhould be neceſlary in the Church ;, or 
v hy it ſhould be expected but from the Promiſes made in Scripture con- 
cerning ſuch an Ai ſtance of God's Spirit to be with the Chireb And there- 
fore the utmoſt your Motzves of \ Credibility can pretend to, is only to 
notifie that Church from others; which you ſuppoſe [nfaVible : But (till 
the formal Reaſon of your believing this Infallibility, cannot be from thoſe 
Motives, but upon thoſe Promiſes which you ſuppoſe to import ſuch an 
Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoft with the Church, which ſhall ſecure her from 
Error: So that ſtill the Circle returns upon you: For, you believe the Scri- 
ptures Infallible, becauſe of the Churches Teſtimony, and you believe the (Church 
Infallible, becauſe of the Promiſes in Scripture concerning the Aſſiſtance of the Ho- 
ly Ghoſt with the Church, ſo as to ſecure her from all Error. And thus, I hope, 
I have made good this general Attempt upon your way of reſolving Faith, 
by manifeſting the great uzreaſonableneſs, and maniteſt inſufficiency of it. 
5.12, Ino come to handle the particulars of this Chapter, which conſiſls 
of two things, Proofs and Ewaſfons, the Proofs you produce for your 
Churches Infallibility, and your Evaſions as to thoſe Arguments which are 
objected by his Lordſhip. Both of theſe will deſerve our Conſideration ; 
and if it appear, that your Proofs are weak, and your Evaſrons filly, you 
will have no great cauſe to triumph in this Attempt of yours. As to your 
Proofs, two things are conſiderable, your Method of proving, and the Proofs 
P. 55-1. i. themſelves. I begin with the firſt, which you deliver in theſe words. Where- 
fore, as to the laſt demand (in which only there is difficulty) viz. How we 
know the Church to be Infallibly governed by the Holy Ghoſt z we anſwer, that 
we prove it firſt in general, not by the Scripture, but by the Motives of Credibi- 
lity, which belong to the Church, in the ſame manner as the Infallibility of Mo- 
ſes, and other Prophets, of Chriſt and his Apoſtles was proved, which was by the 7 
Miracles they wrought, and by other Signs of an Infallible Spirit, Direct ion, and | 


(Fuidance from God, which appeared in them. Whence it is clear, that we in- 
| | cur 
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CHAP. V. of Reſolving Faith. E 


Pp 10 Circle. That, ſuppoſing all that true which you ſaid before, yet chere 


2 by you avoid not the Circle, | ſhall take it for granted, I have already pro- 
on ved, till you better inform me: Our Buſineſs now therefore is, to conſi- 
Hh der, which may you prove this 7 (ane: of your Church, which you tell 
. us., 4s not by Scripture (for which I commend your Ingenuity) but by the 


Motives of Credibility. But, leſt any ſhould think this a weak way of Proba- 
tion, you tell us, Jt is in the ſame manner that the Infallibility of all Per- 
ſons divinely inſpired was proved, not excepting Chriſt. himſelf. A moſt heroj- 


% cal and generous Attempt | For which the Church of Rome is infinitely ob- 
in liged to you, if you make it good: For then it neceflarily follows, that 
5 there is as great danger in not believing the Infallibility of your Church, as 
ls in not believing Moſes and the Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles. For, where 
y there is an equal Obligation to believe, there is an equal Sin in not belie- 
ving; and where the Sin is equal, it ſtands to reaſon that the Paniſhwert 
he ſhould be ſo too. I ſuppoſe you deny not, but, Where there are equal Mo- 
1s: tives inducing to believe, there reſults an equal Obligation to Faith, becauſe 
8 the Grounds obliging to aſſent, can be no other than the Motives inducing 
6 to it; and if theſe Motives be as ſtrong and evident for your Churches In- 
lt fallibility, as for that of Moſes and Chrift, Men muſt be as much obliged 
lo now to believe your Church Infallible, as, that Moſes and Chriſt were ſo: 80 
1d that the denial of your Churches Infallibility, moſt needs be accounted by 
bu you to be as high a piece of Irfidelity, as if one ſhould call in queſtion the 
* Infallibility of Cbriſt himſelf, for you aſſert, That you have the ſame Proofs 
o for the Infallibility of your Church, which there were to prove him Infa]- 
Of lible. I do not therefore wonder at your Sharpneſs and Severity in your 
* Cenſures of all out of your Church, when upon your Principles, the deny- 
* ing your Churches Infallibility, muſt needs be an offence of as high a nature, 
0 as if one denied the Iafallibilii of the Sacred Scriptures. But, Jeft you 
I ſhould not think theſe any Abſardities at all, we muſt come yet cloſer to 


ſe the examination of your Proofs : For which we muſt enquire into theſe 
two things. 1. Whether the ſame Motives of Credibility belong to your Church, 


n . & which Moles andthe Prophets, Chriit and his Apoflles, ſbemed their Teſti- 
8 mony to be Infallible. 2. Whether, on ſuppoſition you had the fame Mo- 


N tivet, there were the ſame reaſon to believe the Teſtimony of your Church 
* Infallible, as there was to believe them to be ſo. n LAs ©. 


1 1. Whether the ſame Motives of Credibility 977 to your Church or no. 

h And here again, theſe things offer themſelves to conſideration. 1. By what 

% means their Ieſtimony was proved Infallible. 2. Whether your Churches 

15 Teſtimony can be proved by the ſame Motives or no. For the firſt; you are p. 56.n. a. 
* 81 to give us this account, Why Moſes was accounted Infallible; for tbe 

_ ſraelites ſeeing Moſes to be 4 Perſon very devout, mild, charitable, and chaſte, 

" and endowed with the gift of working Miractes, were upon that ground obliged 

* to receive him for a true Prophet and to believe him Infallible, by achnom- 

ur ledging as true and certain, whatever he propoſed to them from God. All which 

7 I acknowledge to be very true; but am much to ſeek, how you will ap- 

. ply it to the proving your Churches Infallibility. What kind of Miracles 

_ thoſe are which your Church pretends to, will be examined afterwards ; 

* the other Motive of Credibility mentioned, are Devotion, Mildneſs, Cha- 

. rity, and Chaſtity ; and theſe, I ſuppoſe, you look on as thofe Motiver, 

o- which muſt induce Men to believe the Infalibility of your Church. But, do 

he you really think, that every Perſon who is devout, mild, charitable, and 

* cChaſte, is therefore Infallible? If not, to what purpoſe do you produce them 

. here? If you do, ſome out of your Church may be as Infallible as thoſe in - 
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it. Eſpecially, if your Superſtitions Ceremonies be the greateſt part of yout 
Devgtion ; and your burning of Hereticks, the Argutnent of your Mildneſs , 
and your Damning all out of your Church, be the beſt evidence of your Cha- 
rity ʒ and the Lives of your & 87 moſt pregnant Inſtantes of your Churche; 
(Hal. The reſt of your Diſcourſe, wherein you endeavour after yout 
way, to prove- that there were ſufficient Motives of Credibility, to believe the 
Teſtimony of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, I ſuppoſe no Chriſtian will deny; and 
that the Miracles wrought by them, were Proofs that their Teſtimony was Iufalli- 
ble, I am fo far from queſtioning, that all your other Motives fignifie no- 
thing without them. Which, becauſe it bath ſo great an influence on the 
preſeht Diſpute, I think it neceſſary to be a little further cleared, than it is 
by you, and chiefly for this end, to en ſee, how much you have befooled 
your ſelf in attempting to prove the Infall: 
manner that Chriſt 3 his Apoſtles Infallibility was proved in, and yet inſiſting 
on that of Miracles, as the great evidence of their Jnfabibility, which your 
Church cannot with any face pretend to. I acknowledge it then as a great 
Truth, that it was neceſſary, - that the Tef#imony of all ſuch who, pretend to 
be I»fallible, muſt be confirmed by ſuch Miracles as Chriſt and his Apoftles 
wrought; nay, that it is impoſſible, without ſach Evidence, to prove 
any Teſtimony infallible, where that Infallibility is pretended to, indepen- 
dently upon Scripture, as it is in your preſent cafe. Which will be thus 
made evident: Abſolute Infallibility is not conſiſtent with the ſhortneſs of 
the humane Underſtanding, for ſuch an Infallibility muſt ſuppoſe an Infinity 
of Knowledge ; for, where there is a deſecł in the e there is a 
poſſebility of deception ;, therefore only an Infinite Being can be abſolutely In. 
fallible. Now, Man's Underitanding being fo finite, and limited in its Con- 
ceptions, it is on that account apt to be impoſed upon, and to form falſe 
Nations of things; ſo that ſuppoſing no Being in the World of greater Per- 
fections than Man is, there never could be any ſuch thing as Ifallibiliy 
among Men. For, though ſome Men's UnderfFandings might outfrip others 
in the quickneſs of Conception, and ſolidity of Judgment ; yet the Nature 


of Man being thus finite, that preſumption would lie againſt all pretence of 


Infallibility. It being then impoſſible, that Man's Underſtanding ſhould be 

in it ſelf Infallible, we muſt conſider, whether there be a poſſibility it ſhould 

receive any Infallibility from that Infinite Being, which is above it. This then 

muſt be taken for granted, that as an Infinite Underſtanding cannot be de- 

ceived, ſo Infinite Goodneſs cannot deceive. And therefore, whatever doth 

immediately proceed from a Being infinitely Wiſe and Good, cannot but be 

infallibly true. And there is no repugnancy at all in the nature of the thing, 

but that this Infinite Being may, in a way certain, but imperceptible by us, 

communicate to the Minds of Men ſuch Notions of things, which are the 
effects of his own Wiſdom and Counſel : And this is that we call Divine In- 
ſpiration. But then we are ſtill to conſider, That the underſtanding of a fi. 
nite Creature, cannot be any further Infallible, than as it receives thoſe No- 

tions which are imprinted upon it by the Iafinite and Supreme Intellect of 

the World; and ſuch a Perſon is no further Infallible in what he ſpeaks, 
than as he delivers to the World thoſe very Conceptiont, which are thus 

formed in his Mind. And this is that which the Apoſtle means when he 

ſays, That Holy Men of God ſpake as they were moved by the Holy Ghoſt. And 

ſo far as they were thus moved, ſo far they were Infallible, and no turther. 

But this Infabibility being not intended meerly for the ſatisfaction of the 

Mind of bim that hath it, but for the general Good of the World, it is ne- 

ceſſary that therebe ſome way whereby Men may come to underſtand who 

are 
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are Infallibly fd, od who not. For claws the World would've 75 

more expoſed to Neinſcams under this Preteæt of Infellibility; than if there 
were never any ſuch thing i in the World. Either therefore every Man 
muſt be infalhbly aſſured i 


what be is to deliver, which is a needleſs piece of Enthuſiaſm ; ar elſe ſuch 


| external Evidences of it are to be uſed, which may induce all rgtioval-and 
conſiderative Perſons to the belief of it. Which in the way that G in 


his infinite Wiſdom hath made choice of ; making thoſe Per ; 
ur — ate thus aſſiſted ty Hr to be the 3 _ * 
doing ſome things above the power of Nitare.” Nd nothing cant be moreged- . 0 _ 

ſonable, than to believe their Teſtimony t who dag plett as Het. 
immediate [nffruments of Divine Power z WiC their Teltimony be belie- 


ſonable to think, that God would. 
nary a Power, who ſhould falfife their — 
Thus you ſee, that whatever Matives of ihi | pon would blind the 
World with; there can be no Motive independ on: Scrigtcre, . which is | 
f worhling Miracles, which 


Moſes, and the Prophets, and Apoſtles had, which us ou 'P. my a 
truly ſay, received their — From Chriſt to Preuch G2, to. ” 1 


their words with Signs that followed; iy mbich Signs, 
—— bound to ſubmit themſelves unto then, 7 e 
for infallible Oracles of Trath,  ® 12:5. 

Now, What reaſonable Maricould otherwiſe; pet, 
had ſo ſolemnly promiſed #o prove the F 
very ſame manner that Moſes, Linh other C and 
were firſt proved to be Infelible, 1 your Words 
large (hewing, That the main why they eee 20% | 
becauſe of the Miracles wrought by them, mhence 510 meeded 
of Scripture : You ſhould have ſhewed us what kind Gf 
are wrought in your Church, to prove its Infallibilith. ® 
that, when you come t6 the purpoſe, y you ſhuffle us off, i we 
lous and-i impertinent manner: 5 you tell us, a be =D 
our Bleſſed Saviour, and his Apoſtle were proved Infelible 
rang aud Miracles, without Seri ns; ſo & the Church. nike 1 
ſame ſu ifficiently proved to be Inf, j the Motives of ell, . 

but what, and where are theſe — of Credibility 2 ＋ _ of the — | 
kind and nature with the Signs and Miracles wrotight by them.or not? If * 
not, How canthe — and matiner be the ſame, which you promiſed to prove 


| with ſo-extracrdi- | 


ved true, their Do#rine mult be Iafallible the greateſt partof their of 
Teftimony is, That they deliver not — 784 tdi thimſelves,. Ry © 
immediately from Gad. And conſequenti 1 be oy TY 
as Infalible, in whatever they rr as from 2 very n * 


the Churches Infallibility ? If not, What aſſuranct can you give ua, that thoſe 
will prove 1 25 well as their Works and Miracles ? This ſhould © + © 


in his Mind, that ſuch a Perſon is infallible. in .»- 


Heceive the World. 755 3 


have been demonſtrated; atid-thoſe Moniner produced to the view of jh 


World, if you had deſigned any other than jngliag with your Readets. In- 

ſtead of this, you tell us, The: * the — the Scripture; © 

yet being out of the true Church, they the e ee E 

Of which, ſee Bellarmine, aud 1 —_— Anthors diſcourſing more at lar 

de notis Ecoleſiæ. 'The ſufficient for the preſent, io have declared how | 

licks fall not into aCircls,. as bis Lordſhip pretends they do. Theſe are excel- 
lent ways of proof, and fit only for à Church that pretends to be Infal- 
lible, au moſt of all, when her Infallibility was to be r 8 
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manner that Chri 


it. Eſpecially, if your Superſtitions Ceremonies be the greateſt part of y out 
Devotion ; and your burning of Hereticks, the 1 of your Mildneſi; 
and your Damning all out of your Church, be the beſt evidence of your Cha- 
rity ; and the Lives of your Popes,the moſt pregnant Inſtantes of your Churchez 
(Halli. The reſt of your Diſcourſe, wherein you endeavour after yout 
way, to prove that there were ſuſſicient Moti ver of Credibility, to believe the 
Teſtimony of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, I ſuppoſe no Chriſtian will deny ; and 
that the Miracles wrought by them, were Proofs that their PET was Iufalli- 
ble, I am fo far from queſtioning, that all your other Motives fignifie no- 
thing without them. Which, becauſe it hath ſo great an influence on the 
preſeht Diſpute, I think it neceſſary to be a little further cleared, than it is 


by you, and chiefly for this end, to let you ſee, how much you have befooled 


our ſelf in attempting to prove the Infallibility of your Church, in the ſame 
. band his dpoſtles Infallibility was proved in, and yet inſiſting 
on that of Miracles, as the great evidence of their J»fa/ibility, which your 
( hure h cannot with any face pretend to, I acknowledge it then as a great 
7ruth, that it was neceſſary, that the Teſtimony of all ſuch who, pretend to 
be Infallible, mult be confined by ſuch Miracles as Chriit and his Apoſtles 
wrought; nay, that it is impoſſible, without ſuch Evidence, to prove 
any Teſtimony infallible, where that InfallibiIity is pretended to, indepen- 
dently upon Scripture, as it is in your preſent cafe. Which will be thus 
made evident: Abſolute Infallibility is not conſiſtent with the ſhortneſs of 
the humane Underitanding, tor ſuch an Tufalibility muſt ſuppoſe an Infinity 
of Knowledge for, where thete is a deſecł in the e e there is a 
polſability of deception ;, therefore only an Iafinite Being can be abſolutely In. 
fallible. Now, Man's Underitanding being ſo finite, and limited in its Con- 
ceptions, it is on that account apt to be impoſed upon, and to form falſe 
Notions of things; ſo that ſuppoſing no Being in the World of greater Per- 
fections than Man is, there never could be any ſuch thing as Infa/ibility 
among Men. For, though ſome Men's Underfandings might outfrip others 
in the quickneſs of Conception, and ſolidity of Judgment; yet the Nature 


of Man being thus finite, that preſumption would he againſt all pretence of 


Infallibility. It being then impoſlible, that Man's Underſtanding ſhould be 
in it ſelf Infallible, we muſt conſider, whether there be a poſſibility it ſhould 
receive any Infallibility from that Infinite Being, which is above it. This then 
muſt be taken for granted, that as an Infinite Underſtanding cannot be de- 
ceived, ſo Infinite Goodneſs cannot deceive. And therefore, whatever doth 
immediately proceed from a Being infinitely Wiſe and Good, cannot but be 
infallibly true. And there is no repugnancy at all in the nature of the thing, 
but that this Infinite Being may, in a way certain, but imperceptible by us, 
communicate to the Minds of Men ſuch Notions of things, which are the 
effects of his own Wiſdom and Counſel : And this is that we call Divine In- 
ſpiration. But then we are ſtill to conſider, That the underſtanding of a fi- 
nite Creature, cannot be any further Infallible, than as it receives thoſe No- 
tions which are imprinted upon it by the [»finite and Supreme Intellect of 


the World; and ſuch a Perſon is no further Infallible in what he ſpeaks, 


than-as he delivers to the World thofe very Conceptions, which are thus 
formed in his Mind. And this is that which the ApoiFle means when he 
ſays, That Holy Mer of God ſpake as they were moved by the Holy Ghoſt. And 
ſo far as they were thus moved, ſo far they were Infallible, and no turther. 
But this Infallibility being not intended meerly for the ſatisfaction of the 
Mind of bim that hath it, but for the general Good of the World, it is ne- 


ceſſary that therebe ſome way whereby Men may come to underſtand who 
are 
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are Iufallibly aſſifted, mw" who not. For otlierwiſe the World would be 
z than if there 
were never any ſuch thing in the World. Either therefore every Man 
mult be infallibly aſſured in his Mind, that ſuch a Perſon is infallible in 

what he is to deliver, which is a needleſs piece of Eathuſigſme 3 of elſe ſuch 
external Evidences of it are to be uſed, which may induce all rgtioval-and 


conſiderative Perſons to the belief of it. Which in the way that God in 
his infinite Wiſdom hath made choice of; z by making thoſe very Perſons, - 


whoſe Underſtandings are thus aſſiſted by him, to ny the Ipilruments of 


doing ſome things above the power of Nature. And nothing can be more e- 


ſonable, than to believe their Teſtimony tra, who are imployed as (ach. 
immediate InfFruments of Divine — z and their — be belie- 
ved true, their Do&#rine muſt be Jufallible 4 ft the greateſt part of their 


Teftimony is, That they deliver not their hers. « fran thimſelves, but 


immediately from God. And confeq their Tft: 
as Infallible, in whatever they deliver av foe God 31 
ſoriable to think, that God would favour ſuch pe with ſo extraordi- 
nary a Power, who ſhould falfifie their 'Meſſa and deceive the World.” uf 
Thu: you ſee, that whatever Mgtives of bil you would blind the 
World with, there can be no Motive Wee on Scripture, Which is 
wor hing Miracles, heb 
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Moſes, and the Prophets, and Chriſt, and his Apoſtles had, which laſt, 48) you. 444 


truly ſay, received their Commiſſion from Chriſt to 1% 


confirm their words with Signs that followed ; by mbich Signs, all their 2 r 4 


ers were bound to ſubmit 3 unto them, 4 er 69+» 
for infallible Oracles of Truth. 8 


Now, What reaſonable Man could ctherwiſh ares, Free bog 


had ſo ſolemnly promiſed to prove the —_ ty er burg, i he. 
very ſame manner that Moſes, — ot ber . l Aﬀoftles 


were firſt proved to be Infalible, which are — 5 your words . 
large ſhewing, That the — why they wertÞelieved I 

becauſe of the Miracles wrought by them, whenice ! they needed not the 9 
of Scripture : You ſhould have ſhewed us what kind of piriilel Miracles - 
are wrought in your Church, to prove its TInfalibilith. De, inſtead of 
that, when you come to the purpoſe, you ſhuiſle us off, in A woltridicu- 
lous and i impertinent manner: For, you tell us, That æ e Moſes, 
our Bleſſed Saviour, and his Ai, Ser proved. Infellible by theiy Mok, 
Signs, aud Miracles, without Seri tare 5 ſo i# the Church — belp n 
Jame ſufficiently proved to be Infallible by the Motives of Credibility. 


| but what, and where are theſe — of Credibility ? Te they of: the — 


kind and nature with the Signs and Miracles wrought by them ar not? If 


the Churches Tnfalibility 2 If not, What affuranct can you give us, that thoſe 
will prove Infallibility, as well as their Works and Miracles ? This ſhould- 
have been demonſtrated; atid thoſe Motiver p produced to the view of the 
World, if you had de 
ſtead of this , you tell us, Thar a ny” though they bave the Scripture 
yet being out of the true Church, they 
Of which, ſee Bellarmine, aud wy _—_ Authors diſcourſing more 
de notis Eccleſiz. I ſufficient for the preſent, to have declared how 
licks fall not into aCircls, as bis pretends they do. Theſe are excel- 
lent ways of proof, and fit only for a Church that pretends to be Infal- 
lible, and then moſt 2 all, when her Infallibility was to be poorer. 
at 


not, How canthe way and maiiner be the ſame, which you promiſed to prove 
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your Church Infallible? Could you not have referred us to Bellarmine at 
firſt, as well as at laſt'? Nay, and now you do turm us off to him, you 
bid us, go ſeek the Notes of the Church, and not the Proofs of Infallibility ; 
which, ſure, are different things, unleſs you ſuppoſe no Church true, 
but what is Iafallible. But however, you are ſure not to miſs the Here- 
ticks, they muſt have a blow at parting, T hey are out of the Church, and do 
wholly want tbeſe Signs of Tnfallibility. What Signs of Infallibility 8 Speak 
out, and tell us, what they are; and where they lie, and how they may be 
known 2: For otherwiſe we may miſtake in the Phyſogromy of your Church, 
and«inſtead of Sights of Infalſibility, we may ſee ſhrewd ien of Impoſture 
and Deluſſon in her. An ix is the-more-foſpicious;. becatiſe you are ſo a- 
fraid of produęing them aſter ſo ſolemn a promiſe to doĩt. However, you 
tell us, I ſufſiczent for the preſent to have declared how Catholic ls fall not in- 
10/4 Circle Well, Vfeepthough:we miſs of the Cole Sr. Laurence was 
broiled on, we ſhall have'a Feather from the Wing of a Seraphim; though 
you fail of your ptotmiſe, we ſhall have ſomething as good ; and as great 
a feat of activity as that had been, vi. to let us fee, How the Papiſts dance 
in a Round, and yet malte un Circle. Your Demonſtrations are fo good in 
this kind, it is pity you do not imploy your excellent Wit in ſquariog M. 
thematical Citeles, as well as th; and I ſhall as ſoon hope to ſee you per- 
form the one at the other. But, can you, without ſmiling at our tim- 
plicity, tell us, (after ſuch a wide-mouthed promiſe, as you made in the 


p. 36. u. 2. Page . ng; But, becauſe we have often promiſed to prove the Infallibili. 


ty of the Church, it will be neceſſary to inſeſt ſomewhat longer upon this Point, 
© and\decl tte the matter at large) That it 3s enough to vindicate your. ſelves 
from the Grele e Was this the thing you promiſed, or the proofs of your 
 Chutobes Infallibility? I confeſs Quid feret hic tanto dignum promiſſor hiatu 2 
came into my mind at firſt reading thoſe words, and it proves according- 
ly: Nen meant no ſuch thing as proving your Church Infallible: 

| Add you are very exctifable in it, though you had promiſed it; for no 
Promiſe can bind to Impoſſibilities. But it may be yet, though theſe Proofs 
do not come after the Promiſe, they may have gone before it; for I find 
before a large Catalogue mentioned of ſuch Signs and Motives, which 
may prove the;Churches Infallibility, as Sanity of Life, Miracles, Efficacy, 
Parity and Excellency of Doctrine, fulfilling of Prophecies, Succeſſion of law- 
fully ſent Paſtors, Unity, Antiquity, and the very name of Catholick, &c. 


p. 55.n, 1. Number enough, if that would do it. But we ſhall ſee what force theſe 


Motives are of by theſe following Queries. 

1. Is it all one with you, To know a Church to be true, and to make it In- 
fallible? Theſe you call the Motives of Credibility for your Churches Infal- 
libility, were wont to be eſteemed only the Notes of Diſtinction of the True 
Church from all others. The Queſtion, I ſuppoſe, concerning theſe, had 
this riſe. There being, after the Reformation, ſeveral diſtinCt Societies of 
Men, pretending to be the True Chriſtian Church, to which every Chriitian 
ought to aſſociate himſelf ; there was a neceſſity of pitching on ſome way, 
whereby the True Chriſtian Church might be diſtinguiſhed from other Com- 
munions 3 which begat a new Controverſie, What were the proper Notes 
of this Society. Thoſe of your Party, as Bellar mine tells you, differed 
much in the number of them : Some of which are thoſe by you mention- 
ed ʒ but whether they be the True Notes of the Church or no, which hath 
been largely examined by others. What are theſe to the proof of Infallibi- 


lity, ſetting aſide that of Miracles? Is it not poſſible that there ſhould bea 
| 9 * * Society 
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What did you lead) us this long dance for, if you never intended to prove 
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Chap. V. of Reſalving Faith. 
ciety of Men joyning together in the Profeſſion of Cbriſtias Religion 
2 theſe Men muſt preſently be infalble-in whatever they deliver as the 
Senſe of their Society ? Their viſible Profeſſion of Chriſtian Religion, makes 
them a True Church : but cannot Men ſeem to profeſs our Religion, . utleſs 
they have a vilible Iafallible Head to guide them? Is Infallibility- the Soul 
of a Church, which gives it its Being, I mean, a preſent Infallibility conti- 
nually actuating and informing the of it? Cannot a Man be known to 
be a True Man, unleſs he be inſpired ? Nor a Church diſtinguiſhed from ot! 
Societies, but by a Spirit of Infallibility} The truth is, Let Belarmine mul- 
tiply his fifteen Notes of the Church to fifteen hundred, it he pleaſe z nay, let 
it pretend to what lafallibiliiy it pleaſe: if any Society of Men chal 
ing the name of Church to it (elf, do deſtroy the ead obits Conſtitution, or 


hold any thing dire&ly contrary to the Foundation of its Inſtitution 5 all 


other Notes in the world can never make it a Due Church. - So. that the 
only certiin Note of a True Church, is its Agreement with the primary Foun- 
dation of it in that Doctrine which was Iufallible, and atteſted by Miracles 
undoubtedly Divine: That which holds the Do@&rine of Chriſt, is the 
Chriſtian Church; and the nearer any Society comes to that, the purer it is ; 
the more it is diſtant from it, the more impure and no Man who honours 
the Chriſtian Religion, can be bound to communicate with the [mpurities 
of ſuch a Church, let it bear it never ſo high under the — of infullibi- 
lity. If you boaſt never ſo much of your Onity,, Succeſſiom, Antiquity, 
the name of Catholick, &c. if your Do@rine be repugnant to what was ori- 
ginally delivered by the Founder of the Chriſizan Church z your Society is 
not the True Chriſtian Church. But, ſuppoſe it were, and that it were 
known ſo to bey ſuch Notes as theſe are; Can you not conceive a Churth 


ſhould be conſohant to the Doctrine of Chriſt, but it mult be it ſelf infal;- | 


ble in deciding Controverſies * Cannot you imagine a Society conſiſting of 
all True Chriſtians in the world, ſhould be made up of (ach perſons who 
all firmly believe that Doctrine infallible which Chriſt delivered, but yet 
judge themſelves all fallible, and dare not uſurp that royal prerogative of 
Heaven, in prefcribing ifallibly in matters queſtioned, but leave all to 
judge according to the PandeFs of the Divine Laws, becauſe each member 
of this Society is bound to take care of his ſoul, and of all things that 


tend thereto ? ls ſuch an Idea of a Chriſtian Church, a thing unreaſonable, 


inconſiſtent, or contrary to any Law of its Foundation; or rather, is it 
not a very true and juſt repreſentation of that Society of Men, which our 
bleſſed Saviour inſtituted as a Church in the world 2. K #4, 

2. Do you mean, That #heſe Motive, ſhould prove the Chriſtian Church at 
large infallible, or your preſent particular univerſal Church of Rome? For 
ſome of your Motives ſeem to reſpect the ane, and the reſt the atber, No- 


tion of it. When you mention awviracles, efficacy, purity aud excellency of 


Doctrine, fulfilling of Prophecies, do you really intend theſe for the proof 
of your preſent Raman-Churches Infallibility, as that is diſtinct from all other 


Churches of Chriſtians in the world 2 Af you do (as you muſt, if you ſpeak 


to the purpoſe) ſhew us-what iracles, efficacy, purity and excellency of Do- 
Erine there oy your Church beyond and beſide all other Gurches in the 
world, What fulfilling of Prophecies among you, which makes your Church 
wfallible 2 Is it the Prophecy, That your Chuneb ſpall be infallible that is ful- 


filled? Shew then to us where that Prophecy. is, and how it appears to 
be fulfilled ? Is it becauſe your Church pretends to be infallible ? I do heartily 


acknowledge, ſome Praphecies are therein fulfilled, but ſuch as your Church 
hath little ground to be proud of their accompliſhment. But, to all im- 
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partial Chriſtians, the accompliſhment of thoſe Prophecies, which ſpeak of 
the degenerate ſtate of 1he Church,” ag they are a great Confirmation ot the 
Tnfallibility of the Divine Revealer of them, when they ſee it ſo remarka- 
bly in the fgrtathres of your Church; ſo they are far from being any motive of 
credibilii to them to prove your Church to be Infallible. Unleſs it be 
meant that the ſtate of your Church is an infallible evidence that thoſe Prophe- 
cies are fulfilled.” But I pray, why ſhou'd fulfilling of Prophecies, make your 
Church Infallible? I had rather thought, if you could have proved your 
Church to have been Prophetical, it had been more to your purpoſe. And 
if your Popes in Cat bedr had foretold future events, which by their com- 
ing to paſs, had evidenced to the world they had a true ſpirit of Prophe- 
cy, then indeed you had ſaid ſomething towards Infal/ibility. But that 
the meer ſulfiling of Prophecies, owned Divine by all Chriſtians, ſhould 
prove your Church Infallible, is ſuch a motive of Credibility concerning that 
Arfallibility, that it proves nothing, but by this conſequence, If Chriſt were 
[nfallible, then your Church is. Or do you mean, becauſe ſome Prophecies 
concerning your Church are fulfilled, therefore your Church is infallible 5 by the 
ſame reaſon I hope you will not deny, but that Aztichriſt u Infallible, for 
when ever he did, doth, or ſhall appear, no doubt there will be fulfil/ing 
of Prophecies, and thole very clear ones too. And therefore Antichriſt 
and your Pope may go together for Infallibility. | | 

Bur it may be yet yon have (ome other motives beſides fulfilling Prophecies, 
and thoſe are miracles ; now you ſpeak indeed to the purpoſe. But yet lil 
we poor Infidels ( becanſe out of your Church) deſire a little ſatisfaction con- 
cerning them too. 1. We very reaſonably deſire, That he in your Church 
who pretends moſt to-infallibility, ſhonld do theſe miracles hipuſelf. For that 
was always the way in Scripture, for them whole teſtimanp was to be be- 
lieved Infalible, to be the 'workers of thoſe miracles which (ſhould induce 
Men to believe ſuch an Iafa/ibility. Do you think the Iſraelitet would have 
believed Moſes Infallible, it any ordinary [fraelite had wrought thoſe mira- 
cles which he did? unleſs you would ſuppoſe that thoſe miracles were pur- 
poſely wrought to have atteſted that Moſes was Infallible. But yet God 
thought it much more-fit, that Moſes himſelf ſhould be the inſtrument of 
doing them, and ſo it was with our Bleſſed Saviour. Let then your Church 
produce the ſeveral miracles wrought by your Popes to atteſt their Infalli- 
bility ; or, if you believe Pope and Copncil the ſubject of Infalibility, pro- 
duce the iracles to prove that. God was always ſo juſt and reaſonable, 
as not to expect the belief of any Infallibiliiy without ſuch evidences given 
for it as might perſwade Men to believe it: «nd you acknowledge, [That 


' independently on Scripture there can be no ſuch proof of Infallibility as: Mira- 


cles, and you require it from us to believe the preſent Church Infallible, 


v here then are your preſent miracles wrought to atteſt this Infallibility ? 


For as long as you require ſuch an aſſent to the preſent Churches Infallibility, 
it is neceſſary on your own grounds, that the preſent Church ſhould always 
work miracles in order to the proving this Infullibilig. 

2. We deſire ſuch miracles as may ſufficiently convince the Infidels as to 
this point of your Infallibility. For that was always the way uſed in Scri- 
pture ; The intention of Miracles was to perſwade thoſe who did not be- 
lieve. Would Pharaoh, or the Egyptians have believed Moſes, if all his 
miracles had been wrought in a corner, where none but Iſraelites had been 
preſent > Would the Jews have believed in Chriſt, if he had not come in 


publick among them, and wrought ſuch frequent, publick and uncon- 


trouled miracles, that his greateſt enemies durſt not deny them? If _ 
| | | wou 


cles, viz. Invocation 
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would then? have us believe your preſent Churches ee ere | 


tr acle; am 


Pope, or at-leaſt your Pyieſta come ani do ſuch kind of 
which may beat the examination g inqu 7 
ther we will not believe your Jufalibility; but till then, encuſ Think 
not we ate of ſuch eaſie Faith, that the preteaded g ans ber, « Ley 
ig Spain, ot. any of yqur famous Miracles wrought Fe roam lan in Ita · 
ly, will perſwade us to believe your Church Jufa/Able: It is.alwaysbbf 
youL gl iracles are moſt talked on, where People are moſt, gr 
ere 


re moſt apt to bedeceived. Your Prieſts, like the Devils in the Pri- 
witive Times, can do no feats when their oppoſers are by; it is an eaſie 
thing for a Stump to grow a Leg in its paſſage from Ipain hither ; for Fa- 


ma creſcit eundo à ſuch, things are moſt believed where (ireniſſance are 


| leaſt capable of examination. Andithe® Juglings and Impoſtures of your 


Prieſts have been 4o notorious in this kind, that their Pretencer to Miracles 
have made more Iuſidelt than Catholicks, by making Men more apt to que- 
ſtion, whether ever there were..anyar8als. Miracles done, than believe the 


iruth of yours. Very Rkely then it is, that you ſhould perſwade the World 


your Church is Infallible, becauſe of the Miracles wrought in it. „ 


3. What diſcrimination do you put between thoſe lying wondert which 
youare foretold ſhall.be wrought at the coming of Antichriſt, and thoſe 
pretended Miracles which are wrought among you? Convince us by ſuffi- 
cient evidence, that the things which, ſeem moſt confirmed by yolir Mira- 
of Saints, is a thing conſonant to:the-Dottrine, eſta- 
bliſhed by the undoubted Miracles.of Chriſt and his ApoſMes ? If it be con- 
trary to it, either you muſt prove that Doctrine * 5 or; if yay ad mit it 
true, you prove your Miracles to be falſe 5 becauſe contrary to a Docbrine 
eſtabliſhed by Miracle undoubtedly. Diving.” And God can never be ſup- 
poled to atteſt with Miracles the Truth of Dodiriaes oantrary to each other. 
And thence the wiſeſt of your Church are ſo far from inſiſting on this of 
Miracles for a Motive of Credibility cancerning your (burches Iufallibility, 
that they leave it out from being a Note of the Church gbecauſe Heretickg, 
as they ſay, may as to all qutward appearance work as great Miracles as 


the beſt Catholicks. And therefore Bellar mine ſaith, No Man can have an ab- De 


iſitive Men, and then toy | A 


ſolute certainty concerning the truth of Miracles, / becauſe the Devil, though he cg, 14" 


cannot work true Miracles, can work, as to appearance, the great Therefore 
ſince the confirmation of Chriſtian Religion by Miracles ungou 

there can be no relyance on the tryal-of Miracles for the truth of any Do- 
drine For thoſe very Miracles and Doctrine muſt be judged according 
to that rule of Faith which was confirmed by Divine Miracles. Thus we 
have examined thoſe Motives which ſeem moſt to prove Infallibility, and 
ſhewn how little they agree to the preſent Churches Infallibility. _ 

3. As to the other Motives, what evidence do you produce, That where- 
everthey are, the Church is Infallihle; and, that thefe do infal/ibly belong to 
your Church? For both theſe muſt be made evident, or you do nothing. 
Now theſe Motives are, Sanity of Life, Succeſſion, Unity, Antiquity, and 
the very name of Catholick, &c. How hard is it to conceive the Connexion 


between theſe and. Infallibility ] Nay, they are ſo far from it, that it hath 
been abundantly proved againſt your Party, that theſe are no certain Ne 


of the true Church (which is a Controverfje I ſhall not now diſcuſs.) And 
if the Church cannot be proved to be true by them, much leſs cextainiy will 
it be proved to be Infallible. But ſuppoſe all this, is your Gbwreb fo re- 


markable for Sanity of Life, that it ſhould be a wotive for your Infallibility? 


Have your Popes been indeed ſuch-Holy Men, 
| ; + SS 1 


tedly Divine, 


Cap. 14. 
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but che were moved dy the Holy Ghoſt when they ſpake? Certainly, you 

vave ſome other way to Ro 2 pi af Hiſtories dotb of Friend, aud 


Eubuster, and the cotrſtunt Fam of the World, which hath then much 
auſed ne with Stortes quite of anbrher nature: Or, is the fate” of your 
Gbitr 6 ſo pure ad Holy, thut it maſt Mew it felf Inſalbble by far 2” Hut 
om w you be judged by in this caſe ? Tdefire you not to ſtand to the 
endif of your Attutrſarer. WHY you beſteve Mer of your on Comuni. 
aue Pray read whit fad Complaints are made of the degeuerate Run of 
your Church by Perf arb, Mamuam, Clemangis, Eſpencæus, Eraſnus, Caſſtm- 
Aer, and ſeveral others, and judge you whether we have not renſon to cry 
up the Sandity of your Charch. But theſe, (it may be you will ſay.) wein 
Aiſcontented Perſons. Will you believe then your Cardinal? And if ever 
you will beheve them, it ſhould certainly be, when they meet th adviſe 
concerning the State of your Chureb ; and was not this the Ex preſſion of 
the Colledge of chiſenr Carlimals for Reformationof the Charch, under Panl ;, 
Per nos, inquimis, per not, nomen Chiti blaſphemathir apud genter. Is not 
this a great evidence of your Sanctiiy? Ft you will not beſieve che Carli. 
als, zou will not certainly queſtion the judgment of him whom yon 
would fain have to be Tafallible, the Pope himfelf. And theſe are the words 
of Adria 6. in his Iuſiructions to his Legate at the Diet of Norimberg, 
A. D. 1522. Sein in hic Sede aliquot jam an nis multa abominanda fuiſe, 
abnſur in Sutualiis, exceſſu in nundalis, & omma deniq; in perverſun 
mut ata. If eber Pope was Ia fallüble he was in ſay ing ſo, and he could not 
but be in C bedr when he ſaid it. You ſee then what evidence you have 
front yourſelves cocer ming that Sandy of Life which is in your Charch, 
But t may be ſtill, you do hot mean real Sanctity, but that the Doctrine 4 
vou Church tends more to promote it, that that of any other Church. F 
heartiy win, the quite eohiritry could not be tod truly faid of it, and it 
is wel] known, that onè of Four great 4rifices whereby you perſwade 
great Perſons to your Religion, is, the N t indulgeth them in S here, 
and yet the hopes it gives them of Heaven hereaffer. Our Doctrine re- 
quires indiſpenſable Obedience to all the Precepts of Chriſt : Yours tell them, 
thoſe which are the moſt firif and ſevere, are not Precepts, but Counſels of Per- 
fettion.'* Onrs, T hat there is no hope of Salvation without hearty amendment 
of Life : Yours, That Penanve is requiſite "aft external JatisfaFion to the 
Church ʒ and for T#ter#luls that Contritionm # very commendable, but if there be 
not that, Attrition will ſerve the furn. Ours; Charges Men to look to their 
Salvation in this _ becauſe when Life ir ended their Eſtate is irrecoverable: 
Yours, That though Men die in their Sins, yet they may be relieved by the 
Prayers of the Living, and thut there is hope they may get through Purgatory to 
Heaven at laſt. So that ſuppoſing any Perſons to own Chriſtianity to be 
true, it is hard to conceĩ ve there ſhould be more Artifices imagined to 
reconcile the Love of the Pleaſures of Sin here with the hopes of Heaven at 
laft, than are uſed by thoſe of yotr Profeſſion. So that if I ſhould ſuppoſe 
my ſelf a Heathen Philoſopher, and any of your Profeſſion ſhould come 
and tell me, Theſe were the Precepts, atid thefe the Promiſes of Chriſtian 
Religion, but I could believe none of them, but by the Iufallible Propoſition 
of your Church, and that I wis to know your Church Infallible by that Sar- 
ity of Life which was in it; when I had throughly conſidered, not only 
the [mpicties cotnmitted by the great oner of your Religion, even in Rome 
in the firſt ace, but the Artifices uſed to enervate all the Precepts of real 
Sancfiiy, and fo plainly to fee what Intereſt and Deſign is carried on under 
all theſe Diſguiſes I ſhould be inſuperably aſſaulted with the thoughts 3 
| | thole 


of Filth, if the Faith which we have of the "Articles ſpould be finally ve- 
very conſiderable. 1. You telkus, That the grawnt! of all this' Diſconrſt 
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*thole ot your Retfgion who were the Authors of theſe things. were fofar . 1 


from believing your Church Iufallible, that they really believed neither 


(hriftiam nor any other Religion in the World, So muth forth ity 
other Motizes of X 
- ducce{ſt on, Antiquity, and HR name uf CathAicky Bec they-have-ſolitie-ath. | 
nity with any pretence of Irfellibilityy- and-do equally agree to thoſe 
ledging-.Infallible; that you will e ine Churebes (not · 
withſtanding theſe Motiver) that I canneeality imagine to what end you 
| produced them unlefs to let us ſee; you the gift ot ſaying ſomething, 0.0 
tough nothing to the purpoles oe WI ah 
When you have thus apparently failedmy*producing any ſhedow-of p- 
to ſee how good you are at the N ageepir:, who. have been ſo unhappy "1 
in your Attempts. F here fore ve nder what Aris you uſe n puts 0 
his Lordſhip. After he had urged that Queſtion: 1 you, How it may 
appear that gottr Church is Infallibiy governed by the Holy Ghoſh; to which we 
proceeds to another Argument, which lies ift,theſewords ; Beffdes, this is p. 61. b. 3. 135 
an inviolabl? ground of Reaſon, Mat the Principles of any Concluſion milſt be Ariſtot. 1. 9 
the Trinity, the Reſurrection, andthe Reſt, be the Comelnſfton?, amd the Prin · 
riples ly mhich they are proved be only Eccleſiaſtical Tradition ; it muſt needs 


of Life which is in yo Chr Aw for. your 

Churcher, as thesGreek ad Abyſſitbe, Which you ate ſo far from acknow- 

5 $ 16. 

for your Churches Infalbbility by theſe Motel of Credibility,” we now e 

ting by the force of thoſe Argunmrtuty which are produced againſt you by 

have ſeen how impoſſible it is for you to give any ſatisfactòry anſwer, he 

of more credit than the Concluſion it ſelf. I hergfore if the" Articles of Faith, Pf * 
follow," that the Tradition of the Church is more Tnfallible thum the Artielet 


ſolved imtoube Veracity of the Churches Teſtimomy. To this your Ahfwer'is 
the Anthorny of Ariſtotle cited i the Margin, which you repeat after him. 
But, f pray, Whence learn'd you that this was all the.yrohkgd” of his Diſ- 
courſe ? For his Lordſhip doth not ſay, that Ari oule faith ſo, ud therefore 
it is ſo ; but ſays. T hat It is am inbiolable ground of Rea (Mich words 
you ptudently left out, that there might appear ſore Shadow ſor fuch a 
Cavil) and cites Only the concurrent Teſtimony of Ariſtotle with that evi- 
dence of Reaſon which I ia it. Aud will you deny this to be an undoub- 
ted Principle in Reaſon, that, That whivh is aſſumed as the Ground and Rea. 
Jon why Þaſſearno any thing, muſt be more certain and evident, than that is 
which I aſſent ta on that Ground? Certainly you muſt have an Art above all 
other Men to make the Superfiructure ſtronger than the Foumdatibm; the par- 
ticular Problems in Mathematichsy more euident than the Poſtuleta ; the con- 
clufron, ſurer than the Premiſes. But you think to come off this Abſurdity. 
2. By diſtinguiſhing between Sience and Faith, or, as you expreſs it, between 
the proceeding of the Oniderflanding when, it works naturally and neceſſarily, 
by and from the evitlence and.clearntſs of its Objek- "And when jt works ſu. 
petnaturally, and produceth ſupernatural and free As, meerlyy or at leaſt prin- 
eipally from the Impulſe and Inclint#ion of the Hall; . for. 3n" ſuch" caſes the 
axim holds not, viz. That the Principles "of a Concluſrom muſt be of more 
credit than the Cancliſſion it folf. Now the Ac of Believing is ſuch an dt; 
that , which the Underſtanding Uicites, rather by a voluntary, and "free incli- | 
vation and conſent of the Will, than»from any evident cert amy in the Object 2 = 
Bereto it afſents. A mo icious and profound Diſcourſe.] to Which Nl 
I'know not whether ever I can perſwade wy Mill, but Lam ſure, I never 
ſhall my Vndeſtanding.” Leſt you ſhould think, it is only ſome Ipulſe of | q 
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my 42 hioders my Aſſent, I ſhall fairly lay down the Reaſons which 
keep m F e * | 
| 1. Phat all aſſent of the Duderſtanding is grounded upon Evidence. 
2. That however chat Evidence proceeds, yet the Foundation of Aſſent 
dnl ee more evident chan the thing aſſented to. And theſe twoil ſuppoſe 
will fully reach the Scope of your Anſwer, by ſhewing that your diſtin- 
ion of A, Natural and Supernatural, is bob untrue and impertinent. | 
CY all Aſſent is "grounded upon Evidence, i. e. that no Mancan aſſent 
to any thingymeerly becauſe he mil, but there muſt be ſufficient reaſon in- 
. ducing and perſwading to that Aſent. Lou acknowledge this be to true 
in dt of Knowledge, but not of Faith ; but, What do you make to be the 
Genus in your definition of Faith 2 I fuppoſe you will fay, it is an A ent 
of the Mind. It it be ſo, the Mind cannot be ſuppoſed to elicite an Act ot the 
ſame nature in ſo repugrtant a manner to it (elf, that it ſhould aſſent to any 
thing without evidence. I know what Diſcoprles thoſe of your Party have, 
coficerning the obſcurity which is neceſſary to Faith. If you mean obſcurity 
as to the Objet be lie ved, i. e. that the matters to be believed ate not ſo clear 
to us as demonſtrations, -I'will not gainſay it: But if you mean 9b/curity,' 
or want of evidence, as to the reaſon inducing me to believe, I utterly deny 
any ſuch obſcurity to belong to Faith, or to be conſiſtent with it. For 
God doth not require us to believe any thing without ſiſſicient grounds for 
our believing it, and thoſe grounds do bear a proportionable evidence to 
the nature of that aſent which he requires. If he requires an [»fal/ible Af 
ſent, he gives Infallible Grounds ; if he requires a firm and certain aſſent, he 
gives firm and certain grounds; it he requires only a probable aſſent, he 
gives only probable evidence. But (til), ſuch as the nature of the aſſert is, 
ſuch is the evidence he gives for it. To make this plainer by an Inſtance, 
That Chriſt was the true Meſſias, he requires an aſſent built upon infallible , 
grounds, and therefore God gave ſuch infallible evidence of it by the Mi- 
racles which he wrought. That theſe Miracles were once really done, he 
requires our firm Aſſent, and therefore gives certain evidence by an Univer- 
ſal and uncontrouled tradition; but whether St. Paul, or any other Apoſto- 
lical Perſon were Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, he requires only 
an aſſent built upon the moſt probable grounds, and therefore he hath given 
us no more for it. But (till as the aſſent is, ſo the evidence muſt be. For 
Faith being an act of the wind, whoſe nature is to judge according to 
reaſon, we cannot ſuppoſe any act of it to proceed in a 'bratiſh manner by 
a meer impulſe of the will. I deny not, but the wil may be ſaid to have 
ſome kind of influence upon the underſtanding, both in furthering and 
hindering gent But it is not by any command it hath over the ind in its 
aFs, but as it can divert the mind from, or incline it tothe ſearching into 
the evidence of the things. Therefore when we commonly ſay, Facile cre- 
dimus que volumns, and ſo on the contrary ; it is not becauſe of the will- 
| immediate power upon the Underſtanding, but, as the defire of a thing 
makes us inquiſitive after it, ſo the diſlike of it makes us unwilling to hear 
the reaſons for it, and ready to entertain any pretence againſt it. Thus, I 
grant, the will may have power upon the wind as to the eliciting the Ad of 
Faith, not that I can aſſent to a thing as true, becauſe I defire it to be 
true ; but this izelination of the removes thoſe impediments which 
would obſtruct my diſcovery of the evidence which is in it. You have cer- 
tainly a ind of another mould than others have that can believe things 
which do not appear credible to you; yet ſuch a kind of Faith as this, 15 
very neceſſary for your Churches Infallibility ; and for that, your _— 
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Chap. V. of Reſolving Faith, 


of believing by the impulſe of the will, is very oper and leaſonable: 
But other perſons may think it an ImperfeTioz in eir minds, that they 
cannot believe any thing any further than it appears 1 z that is, that 
th | 
F 


they can go no further than they have legs ; nogſee w * eyes are ſhut, 


or the room dar. But it may be, you will 1 — for 4i/comrſe a * 
Xe mind but you 


ceeds on ſuppoſition, that Faith were a natural att of t 
of a 5 Faith, At may beſo ; but, 1 hope, you ſpeak not of an 
irrational Faith, which muſt believe things beyond the evidence of their 
Credibility. Faith, whether natural or ſuperifataral, ws ck 

ſtill an a& of the ind ; and let it have büt what be on 
and call it what you will. 1 deny not a peculiat Operation of Grace, in 
the eliciting the A of Divine Faith; but ſtill, I yy The manner where- 
by it is wrought, muſt be agreeable to the gte of the Underſtanding, 
and by diſcovering the (redibility which is in the Objets of Faith. 1 pu | 
ſay, The Aſent is infuſed, I muſt ſay, The Evidence” is firſt infuſed ;*tor 
as Chriſt, when he healed the blind, did not make em ſee Objefts which 
did not appear viſible; ſo neither doth the Spirit of God in )lanting Faith 
make Men diſcern ObjeFs which do not appear credible : 12. the ſtronger 
the Aſeni is, the greater is the Evidence and Credibility of the Object. And 


can you call then that any free inevident „ent, which goes no further 


* 
- 


thin the Obje@ appears credible £ It cannot be then any 44 of the Will, 


but meerly of the Mind, which yields aſſent to any Obje# propounded as 
credible to it. So that in what way and manner Aﬀert is required in 
that (ame manner doth God give proportionable evidence: I deny not but 
that Aſſent is required to Objects inevident to ſenſe and reaſon ; but then 
I ſay, The aſſent is not required to what is obſcure and ineuident; but to 
what is evident to us, and therefore credible. In the Incarnation of the Son 
of God, the manner of the Hypoſtatical Union 1s to us inevident, but then 
od doth not require. our Aſſent to the Manner, but to the Truth of the 
thing it ſelf. Where-ever God requires us to believe any thing as True, 
he gives us evidence that it is ſo: where-ever it appears the thing is ine- 
vident, we may lawfully ſuſpend our Aſſent, and, for all that 1 know, it 
is our duty ſo to do. | C ern 
But yet you have not doge with this profound diſcuurſe; Pr you very 
learnedly diſtinguiſh a double proceeding in probations ; the one js, per prin- 
cipia intrinſeca, which you very well Engliſh ( by intrinſecal Principle.) 
i. e. ſuch, as have a neceſſary, natural connexion with the things mes hy and 
do manifeſt and lay open the objects themſelves ;, the other is, per principia ex- 
trinſeca ( by da oh Principles that is, ſuch as have no natural or neceſ- 
ſary connexion with, nor do produce any ſuch evjdent manifeſtation of the 
things proved, but their efficacy, ( viz. whereby they determine the under- 
ſtanding to aſſent  ) doth wholly depend on the worth and vertue of that exter- 
nal Principle, whereby ſuch probations are made. This you apply to Know- 
ledge and Faith, that as Knowledge proceeds in the former way, ſo Faith doth 
in the latter, which depends purely upon extrinſecal Principles, viz, the Au- 
thority, Veracity, Goodneſs and Knowledge of God affirming it ; whith was 
immediately known to the, Prophets and Apoſtles, but mediately to ws, which 
bowever, muſt be infallibly conveyed to as, which can only be by the teſtimony 
of the Church. This is the ſubſtance of your third Section to which 1 
anſwer, 1. That all Certainty in the acts of the Mind, whether in Know- 
ledge or Faith, muſt equally bre the Truth of ſome extrinſecal'P#jn- 
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ciples, viz. the veracity and goodneſs of God : for otherwiſe, we cannot cer- 


tainly judge of thoſe you call Principia intrinſeca, to know what things 
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136 The Romantfts way Part J. 
have neceſſary and natural connexion with the things proved. For, uh 

leſs I ſuppoſe that God is ſo Trae and Good, as not to ſuffer Men to be de- 

ceived in the proper a#ings of my Faculties, I may judge ſuch things to 

have Corihexiods and dependencies onè upon another, which really bave 

nothing ſo. And therefore, To far your diſtinckion concerning Science and 
Fair, will not hold. But, 2. If the meaning of this diſtinion be only 
this, That there is a diffetent proceeding in a demonſtration, from what 

there is in an at7 of £1, I deny it not; but ſuppoſe it nothing to your 

purpoſe. For, the the evitence be diſcovered in a diſſtrem way, yet there 

is in both proportionable evidence to the nature of the Aſſent. When [ 

aſſent, becauſe 1 know that the thing is true, the evidence of the thing it 

ſelf, is the ground of that Aſſent; but, when I aſſert upon the Anthority 

of any perſon, the Cred#ility of his Ieſtimony is the evidence on which that 

Afent is grounded. Though this latter evidence be of another kird,, yet 

it is ſufficient for that A of the uind, which is built upon it; and that 
Teſtimony which I eſtdbliſh a firm Aſent upon, muſt be as evident in its 
kind, #. e. of Credibility, as the evidence of a thing demonſtrable in the 
nature of a Demonſtration. 3. The main ſtrength of your Anſwer ſeems 
to lie in this, 7 hat in ſuch an Aſſent as ir built upon Authority; as in the caſe 
of Faith, when we do not immediately hear God ſpeaking, but it is conveyed 
to u4 by the Teſtimony, of others, it is neceſſary that this Teſtimony be infallible. 
But, good Sir, this is not our preſent Queſtion... Whether it be neceſſary 
that this Teſtimony be infallibly conveyed to us, but, ſuppoſing ſuch an in- 
fallible Conveyance, Whether that infallible Teſtimony muſt not be more 
credible than the matters Which are believed upon it? But, as though ne- 
ver any ſuch thing had been ſtarted, You give us a long diſcourſe of the 
different proceeding of Science and Faith, but never offer to apply it to the 
buſinefs in hand. I muſt therefore ingenuouſly commend you for an ex- 
cellent Art of gliding inſenſibly away from a buſineſs you cannot anſwer, 
and caſting out a great many words not to the purpoſe,” that you may ſeem 

to touch the matter, when you are far enough from it. 

And therefore I ſay, Secondly, That however the evidence proceeds in 
matters of Faith, yet whatever is the Foundation of Aſſent, muſt be more evi- 
dent than the thing aſſented to. Eſpecially where you ſuppoſe the Aſſent to 
be 7#fal/ible, and the Teftimony Infallible, which muſt aſcertain it to us. 
This will be plainer by an inſtance. If T'ask you, why you believe the 
RefurreFion of the dead, your Anfwer is, becauſe of the Authority of him 
that reveals it: The next Queſtion then is, Why you believe that God 
bith reveuled it; your Anſwer is, Becauſe the Teſtimony of the Church is in- 
fallible which'delivers it: Whereby it is plain, That though your firſt An- 
{wer be frotn'6od's Authority, yet the laſt reſolution of your Faith, is, the 
Infallibility of your Churches Teſtimony 5 and that being the /aft reſolution, 
that \[nfal/ib;lity muſt be the Principle on which the belief of the reſt de- 
pends. For, according to your Principles, though God had revealed it, 
yet if this-Revelation were not atteſted by the Infallible Teſtimony of your 
Chxreh, we ſhould not have ſufficient ground to believe it. And if with- 
out that, we can have no ſufficient ground to believe, then this Principle 
The Church's infallible, muſt be more credible than the Reſurrectiom of the 
dead. Which was the Abſurdity his Lord ſhip charged upon you, and 
you are far from being able to quit your ſelf of. * 4 

$ 19, The next thing which you buſie your ſelf much in anſwering of, is, 
That according to theſe Principles of reſolution of Faith, you make the Churches 
Teſtimony the formal Object of Faith, which you acknowledge your ſelf to be a 
h | great 
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| have neceſſary and natural connexion with the things proved. For, un- 
| leſs I ſuppoſe that God is ſo Irue and Good, as not to ſuffer Men to be de- 
ceived in the proper a#irgs of my Faculties, I may judge ſuch things to 
have connerioas and dependencies one upon another, which really bave 
nothing ſo. And therefore, ſo far your diſtinction concerning Science and 
Faith, will not hold. But, 2. If the meaning of this diſtinction be only 
this, That there is a diffetent proceeding in a demonſtration, from what 
there is in an a# of Faith, I deny it not; but ſuppoſe it nothing to your 
purpoſe. For, tho the evidence be diſcovered in a different way, yet there 
is in both proportionable evidence to the nature of the Aſent. When! 
aſſent, becauſe I know that the thing is true, the evidence of the thing it 
ſelf, is the ground of that Aſſent; but, when I aſſert upon the Anthority 
0 of any perſon, the Credibility of his Teſtimony is the evidence on which that 
| Aſent is grounded. Though this latter evidence be of another kird,, yet 
F 


it is ſufficient for that ac of the und, which is built upon it; and that 

Teſtimony which I eſtabliſh a firm Aſent upon, muſt be as evident in its 
kind, i. e. of Credibility, as the evidence of a thing demonſtrable in the 
nature of a Demonſtration. 3. The main ſtrength of your Azſwer ſeems 
to lie in this, 7 hat in ſuch an Aſſent as ir built upon Authority; as in the caſe 
| of Faith, when we do not immediately hear God ſpeaking, but it is conveyed 
| to us by the Teſtimony. of others, it is neceſſary that this 1eſtimony be infallible, 
But, good Sir, this is not our preſent Queſtion. Whether it be neceſſary 
| that this Teſtimony be infallibly conveyed to us, but, ſuppoſing ſuch an in- 
i fallible Conveyance, Whether that infallible Teflimony muſt not be more 
credible than the matters which are believed upon it 2 But, as though ne- 
p ver any ſuch thing had been ſtarted, You give us a long diſcourſe of the 
different proceeding of Science and Faith, but never offer to apply it to the 

i buſineſs in hand. I muſt therefore ingenuouſly commend you for an ex- | 

cellent Art of gliding inſenſibly away from a buſineſs you cannot anſwer, bi 

and caſting out a great many words not to the purpoſe, that you may ſeem jo 

to touch the matter, when you are far enough from it. ti 

And therefore I (ay, Secondly, That however the evidence proceeds in fe 

matters of Faith, yet whatever is the Foundation of Aſſent, muſt be more evi- 1 

dent than the thing aſſented to. Eſpecially where you ſuppoſe the Aſſent to T 

be infallible, and the Ieſtimony Infallible, which muſt aſcertain it to us. a 

This will be plainer by an inſtance. If I ask you, why you believe the ' 

Reſurrecłion of the dead, your Anſwer is, becauſe of the Authority of him 

that reveals it: The next Queſtion then is, Why you believe that God 

bath revenled it; your Anſwer is, Becauſe the Teſtimony of the Church is in- 

fallible which delivers it: Whereby it is plain, That though your firſt An- 

{wer be from God's Authority, yet the laſt reſolution of your Faith, is, the 

[nfallibility of your Churches Teſtimony ; and that being the /aft reſolution, 

that [nfallib;zlity muſt be the Principle on which the belief of the reſt de- 

pends. For, according to your Principles, though God had revealed it, 

yet if this Revelation were not atteſted by the Infallible Teſtimony of your 

Church, we (ſhould not have ſufficient ground to believe it. And if with- 

out that, we can have no ſufficient ground to believe, then this Principle 

The Church in infallible, muſt be more credible than the Reſurrection of the 

dead. Which was the Abſurdity his Lordſhip charged upon you, and 

you are far from being able to quit your ſelf of. | 

$18, The next thing which you buſie your ſelf much in anſwering of, is, 

That according to theſe Principles of reſolution of Faith, ou make the Churches 

Teſtimony the formal Object of Faith, which you acknowledge your ſelf to be a 
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1- great Abſurdily, and therefore make uſe of many ſhifts to avoid. I ſhall re- 

e- duce the ſubſtance of your verboſe, and immethodical Anſwet into as 

0 narrow a compaſs as I can, without defalking any thing of the ſfyength of 

ve it. Tou tell us then, That, our Faith is reſolved into God's Revelations, 

1 ME ether written, of uwnnritien, as its Formal Obje®, and our Infallible 72 0 

y. me; that the things we believe as God's Revelations are revealed from Nu, 

at » reſalved into the nfallibility of the Churches Definitions, teaching us, that 

ir they are bin Reve/ations ʒ 11 Formal Canſe of our Aſſent in Divine + 

re Faith, it God's Revelation delivered. to the Church without writing; | but he. 

1 cauſe that ir as it mere at diſtance ſtom us, it is approximated, or 'immediate- * 4 


8 ly applied ta us by the infallible Declaration of the preſent Church. Hentè ji 
| appears, our Faith reſts only «pon. God's Revelation as its Formal Objett, 4 

At though the Churches Voice be.a"condtion Jo neceſſary f. or its reſting thereon, that 
et j can never attain that Formal, Ohe without it. Aud 105 you tell us, s 1 


at | The Courches Authority then heing more kerown to us than the Sttiptures, hnay 

3 ll well be ſome reaſon of our admitting thim, yet the Scriptures" ſtill retain their. 

16 | prerogative above the Chureb : and thence you diſtinguiſb of the certain of the , 

18 Oijeck and Subject; from all which you conclude, That the Churches Definition * 

ſe 1 not the Formal Qbjed of Faith, but that 'our Faith relies upon: it "as am Int al- 

4 # libleW a both of the written and unwritten Word Coo , which, is the For- 

e. mal Oljeck. This is the ſubſtance, in your long Anſwer, of what hath © 

y | the face of reaſon and pertinency: Which I come to à cloſe and particular 

7 examination of. And that you may not ſay, I paſs oven this important 

re Controverſie, without a through diſcuſſion of it; I ſhall farſi prove, that | 

. it veceſſarily follows from your aer That the Churches Infallible 

ce Teſtimony muſt be the Formal Object of Faith. And 3, That the An- 

ie ſwers you give are far from being ſatisfactory that it is nt. 

2 1. That it neceſſarily fallows from your Principles, That the Churches Tnful- 

r, lille Teſtimony muſt be tbe Formal Object of Faith. In ordet to which, we a 

m muſt conſider; hat the ſcope and frgn © this Diſcourſe is, concerning 
the Reſolution of Faith. The Queſtion ſtarted hy Mr. Fier, in the (on. 

” ference, was How his Lordſhip knew Scripture. to be Scripture, or, How the 

1 Divine Authority of the Scriptures was to be proved...” To this bis Lordſhip 

0 returus à large Anſwer, to Which you attempt a Reply in this Chapter, 

. and mention this to be the main queſtion, How. Scriptures: may be known 

be to be the Word of God. To this, you tell us, No Jatisfatiory duſwer can he 

n given, but from the-[nfallihle e I the Church, aul the great reaſon 

4 given by you in alt your diſcourſe, is ib, That this I an Article to be believed 

= with Divine Faith, and Divine Fath muſt be hilt on an Infalible'Teſttmo- 

* 1. The Queſtion then reſulting hence, is, Whether on theſe. Principles - 

e you do not make the Iafallible Teftimony of the Church, the Formal Objet 

, of Faith? Lou deny, and we affirm it; but before IP the parti- 

bk cular Evidences of the Cauſe, ſome general peda mult; be laid down} - 

, which by the very ſtate of the Conttoverſie, muſt be ackno ledged by 

Ir | you, which are; MW R f te, fo wh 2th 

1 1. That the Queſtion in diſpute is not concerning the Formal Object | 

"= of all things divinely revealed, but concerning the believing this to be a f 

6 particular Divine Revelation. For, it is obvious to any one thae conſi- 

4 ders, what vaſt difference there is between thoſe two Queſtions, Why you 
believe that to be True which God bath revealed; the plain and eaſie reſoluti- 

, on of this, is, into the veracity and Infallibility of God, in all his Revelati- 

s Ons. But it is quite another Queſtion, when I ask, Why Jon believe this 

2 to have been a True Divine Revelation? Or that ſuch particular Books con- 
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tain the Word of God. And it is apparent, by the whole proceſs of the 
Diſpute, that the Queſtion is not concerning the frſ?,. but the ſecond of 
thele two. a „e | 
2. That the Queſtion is not concerning any kind of perſwaſion, as to this 
'Diyine Revelation, but concerning that, which you call Diwine Faith. 
3. That this Divine Faith aunſt be ręſolved into ſore, Teſtimony ſuppoſed 
infalible. Theſe three are things agreed on between both parties, as ap- 
ars by the whole management of this Controverſie. Only you ſuppoſe 
this Infallible Teſtimony to be the Charch, which your Adverſary denies, 
and faith, It will follow from thence, that you make your Churches Teſti- 
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mony the Formal Object of Faith, which I thus prove. +» +, < 

1. That which is the only Ground and Foundation whefeon a Divine 

Fiith is built, muſt be the Formal Obje® of Faith - but the Infallible Teſti- 
mony of your;Church, is the only Fomndation whereon Faith is built. By 
the Formal Object of Faith, I{uppoſg ou and mean the ſame thing, which 

is the Foundation whereon the Certainiy of the A en is grounded, or the 

principal ObjeFive Log of Faith,” via, not every account that may be gi- 
ven Vhy Men believe, but that which is the only Certain Foundation to eſta- 
bliſh a Divine Faith upon. Now, let any one but conſider what the Que- 
ſtion is, and what your reſolution is, and theti judge, Whether you make 
fiot the Churches Teſtimony the Formal ObjeF. © The Queſtion is, How we 


ap} 
know the Scriptures to be the Word of God; which in other terms is ht W- 15 
the ground is why I aſſent to the Doctrine contained in Scripture as a Divine s fan 
| Revelation ? You (ay, The Teſtimony of the Seripture it 2 cannot be that 190 
ground ; You ſay, The Teſtimony of the Spirit cannot be it; You ſay, A Di 
Moral Certainty cannot be it, becauſe then it is not Divine Faith What Te 
then is the reaſon hy you believe it? Do you not over and over ſay, It is Fo 
becauſe of the infallible Teſtimony of the Church, which gives as unqueſtionable 
aſſurance that this was a Divine Revelation; and yet for all this, this Teſti- of 
mony is not the Formal Object of this Divine Faith. The moſt charitable K. 
apprehenſion I can have of you, when you write things ſo inconſiſtent, is fo 
either that you underſtand not, or conſider not what you write of, but th 
take what hath been ſaid in ſuch caſes by Men of your own party, and 00 
| right or wrong that ſerves for an Anſwer. But for all this, you tell us to 
T. 58.0. 4. confidently, That your Faith is not reſolved into the voice of the Church, a m 
into its Formal Object; but it is enough to\ſay, Our Faith is reſolved into God's re 
Revelations (whether written or unwritten ) as its Formal Object. and our in- th 
fallible aſſurance, that the things we believe are Divine Revelations, is reſolved W 
into the Infallibility of the Churches Definitions. Theſe are excellent Noti- by 
ons if they would hang together. But, TE It 
1. We enquire not what is enough to ſay in ſuch a caſe, but what ground tc 
you have for ſaying what you do. You have enough to ſay upon many ſub- 4 
jects in this Book (or elſe your Book would never have ſwell'd to the bulk D 
it hath ) but you have generally very little reaſon for what you ſay. bu 
2. Is that 7»fallible Aſſurance, that the things we believe as God's Reve- ol 
lations, are revealed from him, a thing call'd Faith or no? If it be, as 1 th 
hope yon will not deny it, then by your own Confeſſion, / Faith is reſol- b. 
ved into the Churches Teſtimony as its Formal Object; for, you ſay, This 
Infallible Aſſurance is reſolved into the Infallibility of the Churches Defini- - 


tions, teaching us, that they are his Revelations. Theſe are your own 
words. And, do you yet deny this Teſtimony of the Church to be the [c 
Formal Obje of this Infallible Aſſurance ? — 


3. What 


— 3. What is it you mean, when you ſay, That Faith is reſolved into God's 


he Revelations as its Formal Obje@ ? Is it, that the reaſon why we believe, is; 
of * Becauſe God hath revealed theſe things to ws £ But that, you know, is not 
the matter at all in queſtion, but, How-we come to aſſent to ſuch a Do- 
lis Arine as a Divine Kevelation £ Anſwer me punctually to it; Can you poſ- 
boi reſolve your Faith into any thing elſe, as its Formal Obje# 2 If you 
4 aan, I pray do us the favour to name it. If you reſolve this Faith, as 
p- vou ſeem to expreſs your mind, into Divine Revelation, as its Formal Ob- 
le ject; Shew us where that Revelation is extant, for which you believe Scri- 
's, pture to be the Word of God. Is it the Scripture it ſelf, or a Revelation di- 0 
i- ſrinct from it? If you ſay, It is the Scripture it ſelf, then you muſt make 
the [»falible Teſtimony of your Church needleſs ; for then we may have In- 
me fallible Aſſarance, that the things we believe are Divine Revelations, with- 
i- | out your Churches Teſtizrony or Definitions: Then, what is become of the 
y RF unvriticn Tradition you mention in theſe words? If then it be demanded, _ 
ch y we believe ſuch Books as are contained in the Bible to be the Word of P. 55. 
ie Dod; we anſwer, Becauſe it is a Divine unwritten Tradition, that they are his 
i- " Ilords and this Divine Tradition is the Formal Obje&, whereon our Faith re- 
4- & lies, Well then, our laſt reſolution of Faith is into this Divine unwrit- 
e- ten Tradition: But hence come you to know, that this Tradition is Di- 
ke vine ? Into what Revelation is the belief of that finally reſolved > Doth it 
ve appear to be ſo by it /elf, and then why may not the Scripture ? Or hath it 


at © ſome other Revelation, and Divine Tradition to atteſt it > And then the 
ume Queſtion returns concerning that, and ſo ix infinitum,. or elſe of ne- 
ceſſity you muſt acknowledge one of theſe two things; Either that ſome 
Divine Revelation may ſufficiently manifeſt it ſelf, without any Infalible 
> Teſtimony of your (Church: Or elſe, that this I»fa//ible Teſtimony mult be the 
is Formal Object of Faith. Of theſe two, chuſe which you pleaſe. 


le 2. I prove that you muſt make the Churches Teſtimony the Formal Obje# 
i- of Faith, becauſe either you muſt make it ſo, or you muſt deny Divine 
le Revelation to be the Formal Oljedt of Faith; becauſe the reaſon 1s equal 
is for both. I demand then, How you refolve your Belzef of the Truth of 
ut the DoFrine of Chriſt 2 You tell me, into Divine Revelation, as its Formal 
d Objef. 1 ask yet further, Why you believe the Revelation made by Chriſt 
us to be Divines Your Anſwer muſt be, either that your Churches Teſti- 
46 mony gives you Iufallible Aſſurance of it, and then the former Argument 
2 returns: Or elle that Chriſt manifeſied his Teſtimony to be Infallible, and » 
1 therefore his Revelation Divine, becauſe of the Motives of Credibility, 
ed which accompanied his Preaching. If this be your Anſwer, as it muſt be 
i- by your former diſcourſe, then by the ſame reaſon I prove your Churches 
Teſtimony to be the Formal Oljef of Faith, becauſe you have endeavoured 
'd to prove the Churches Infallibility by the ſame Motives of Credibility that 
b- Moſes and Chriſt proved theirs. Either therefore retra& all your former 
Ik Diſcourſe, or elle confeſs, that by the ſame reaſon that the Divine Keve- 
lation made by Chriſt, is the Formal Object of Faith, the Infallible Teſtimony 
e- ol your Church muſt be ſo too. For according to your own ſuppoſition, 
1 there are equal Motives of Credibility, and therefore equa} obligation to 
- believe the Ixfallibility of one as of the other. | 
is 3. If the only reaſon which makes any thing to be the Formal Object agrees 
i- to the Ieſtimony of your Church, then that Teſtimony muſt be the Formal 
vn ObjeZ of Faith to them that believe it. Now, that which is the only rea- 
he ſon which makes any thing to be the formal Obje& of Faith, is the Suppoſi · 
tion that it is Infallible. For, why do you reſolve your Faith A into 
3 | zvine 
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Divine Revelation 2 1s it not becauſe you ſuppoſe God to be Infallible in all 
Revelations of himſelf ; and therefore if your Church be Infallible, as you 
ſay it is, by the ſame reaſon that mult be the formal Object of Faith ; as if 
it were by the Revelation of God himſelf. But here you think to obviate 
this objeftion by ſome (range diſtinctions concerning your Infallibiliy, 
You tell us therefore, The Churches Infallibility is not abſolutely and ſimply 


p. 38, 39. Divine ; or that God ſpeaks immediately by her Definitions Hut only that ſe 


P. 59. 


P. 62. 


is ſupernaturally Infallible, by the aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt preſerving ber 
from all Error, in defining any thing as a point of Chriftian Faith, that is, 4 
a Truth revealed from God, which is not truly and really ſo revealed. A rare 
Diſtinction this] You ſay afterwards, The Churches Definition is abſolutly 
Infallible, but yet this Infallibility is not abſolutely and ſimply Divine : | 
pray tell us, What is it then? You ſay, It is Supernatural, but not Divine, 
and this Supernatural Infallibility, bythe Aſſiftance of the Holy Ghoft ſecuring 
from all Error, but yet not abſolutely and preciſely Divine I pray tell us, 
What kind of Infallibility that was which the ApoFFles had in delivering 


the Dodtrine of Chriſt was, that any more than ſuch a Supernatural Infalli- 


bility as you fondly arrogate to your Charch, viz. ſuch a one as might ſe- 


cure them from all Error in defining any thing as a point of Chriſtian 


Faith, which was not ſo, that is, as a Truth revealed from God, which was 
not truly and really ſo revealed. And yet, Iſuppoſe, you will not deny, 
but thoſe who lived in the Apoſiles times, might reſolve their Faith into 
that Infaibility which they had as its formal Oljed, and therefore why 
not as well into your Churches Infallibility, fince you pretend to as great 
Infallibility in your Church as ever was in the ApoiZles, Thus, I hope, I 
have ſhewn it impoſſible for you, not to make the Churches Teſtimony 
the Formal Object of Faith, ſince you make it infallible as yon do. 

2. We come now to conſider, the little Evaſions and Diſtindliont, where- 
by you hope to get out of this Labyrinth. But having ſo manifeſtly pro- 
ved, that it follows from your Principles, That the Churches Teitimony is 
the formal Objed of Faith, all your diſtinctions fall of themſelves ; for 
thereby it appears, that your Churches Teſtimony is not meerly a neceſſa- 
ry Condition of believing, but is the formal Canſe and Reaſon of it, there- 
fore your inſtance of Approximation in natural Cauſes, is nothing to the pur- 
poſe. No more is that of a Commonwealths praftifing the ſame Laws, being an 
Argument that thoſe were its primitive Laws : Unleſs you ſuppoſe it impoſ- 
fible, «. That a Commonwealth ſhould ever alter its Laws, Or, 2. That it 
ſhould praiſe contrary to its Primitive Laws. Or, 3. That it ſhould be 
ſupernaturally Infallible in judging which are Primitive Laws, and which 
not ; without theſe Suppoſitions, I ſay, That Inſtance ſignifies nothing to 
the buſineſs in hand ; and when you have proved theſe true, I will give 
you a further Anſwer. Your Anſwer to AriFotle's Text, or rather to that 
undoubted Maxim of Reaſon, with which the Citation of Ariftotle concur- 
red, hath been conſidered already. Your Anſwer to the Teſtimony of 
Cans, is like the reſt of your Diſcourſe, trivial, and not to the purpoſe ; 
for Canis doth not only deny the Churches Teſtimony to be the formal Ob- 
Jet of Faith, but the neceſſity of believing its Teſimony to be Infallible. 
Non intelligitur neceſſarid, quod credo docenti Eccleſie tanquam teſti infalli- 
bili, are the very words of the Teſtimony cited in the Margin of his Lord- 
{hip's Books. | | | 

Your next Section affords us ſome more words, but not one drachm 
more of Reaſon, For, How do you prove, that the Churches Authority is 
more known to us than the Scriptures Or, How can you make it __ 

that 
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that there is any Authority, but what is relative to us, and therefore the 
diſtinction is in it ſelf filly, of Authority in ſe, & quoad nos. For, what- 


ever hath Authority, bath thereby a reſpect to ſome it hath its Authority 


over. And, can any thing be a ground of Faith fmply.and in it ſelf, which 
is not ſo toward ? For the Formal Objet of Faith, is that fot whoſe 


ſake we believe, and therefore, if Divine Revelation be, as you fay, the 


Formal Objett of Faith, then it muſt be more kyown to wv, than the Teſti- 
mony of the Chureh : For, that muſt be more kyown to , which is the 
main cauſe of Believing. But, if all your meaning be, that we muſt firſt 
know what the Church delivers for Scripture, beforewe can judge whether 
it were Divinely revealed or no: I grant it to be true ; but what is this to 
your Intallibility ? Will you prove the IJafallibility of your Church to be more 
known to ur, than that of the Seripteres ; and, on ſuppoſition that were 
true, can you then prove that the Scriptures ſhould ſtill retain their Pre- 
rogative above the Church? What your Authors diſtinguiſh concerning 
objedive and ſubjetlive Certainty, pertains not to this place; for the worth 
and dignity of the Scriptures, may exceed that of Tradition, yet, when 


the knowledge of that wroth, relies on that Tradition, your eſteem of the 


one, mult be according to your eſteem of the other. I will not here en- 
quire, Whether the ad heſſon of the Will, can exceed the clearneſs of the Un- 
derſtanding; nor, Whether Ariſtotle was unacquainted with ſubjedlive Cer- 
1ainty 3 nor, Whether our adheſion to Articles of Faith, be ſtronger than to any 
Principles evident to natural Reaſon : For, I look upon all theſe Aſſertions 
to ſerve you in no other capacity, than as excurſions from the matter in 
hand ; and therefore I ſhall not gratifie you ſo far as particularly to exa- 
mine them. For all then that hath been yet produced by you, his Lord ſhip's 
Argument remains good, that, according to your Principles, the Churches 
Teſtimony muſt be made the Formal Object of Faith, and I am the more 
confirmed in it by the weakneſs of your Evaſions; and, I hope, I have 
now made good thoſe words which you challenge his Lordſhip for, That 
it were no hard thing to prove it, | 2 | | | 

The next Abſurdity charged upon you by his Lordſhip, is, That all the 
Authorities of Fathers, Councils, nay, of Scripture too, muſt be finally reſolved 
into the Authority of the preſent Roman Church And, though they would ſeem 
to bave s believe the Fathers, and the Church of old; yet they will not have 
# take their Deftrine from their own Writings, or the Decrees of Councils, 
becauſe, as they ſay, we cannot know by reading them, what their meaning 
was, but from the Infallible Teſtimony of the preſent Roman Church teaching 
by Tradition. And this, be tells you, is the cuntting of this Device. To which 


you anſwer z By what hath been ſaid, it appears, That there is no Device or P. 60, 61- 


Cunning at all, either in taking away any thing due to the Fathers, Councils, or 
Scripture 3 or in giving too much to the Tradition of the preſent Church. For we 
acknowledge all due reſpe# to the Fathers, and as much (to ſpeak modeſtly) as 
any of our Adverſaries Party. But they muit pardon us, if we prefer the general 
interpretation of the preſent Church, before the reſult of any Mans particular 


Fanſie. As for Seripture, we ever extol it above the Definitions of the Church, , 


jet affirm it to be in many places ſo obſcure, that we cannot be certain of its true 
ſenſe, without the belp of a living, infallible Judge, to determine and declare it, 
which can be no other than the preſent Church. And what we ſay of Scripture, 
may, with proportion, be applied to ancient General Councils. For, though we 
willingly ſubmit to them all, yet where they happen to be obſcure in matters requi- 
ring Determination, we ſeek the aſſi ſtance and direttion of the ſame 1 5s 

| | fallible 
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falli ble Rule, vit. the Tradition, or the Sentence of the preſent ( hurch. The 

Queſtion is, Suppeſing your Churches Teſtimony tobe Infallible, without which 

we can have no Aſſurance of what Fathers, Scriptures, andCounils Jay, What 

Authority remains among you, to any, or all of theſe ® And it is not, what re. 

ſpect, you tell us, you give them; (for you may as ealily ſpeak, as believe 

contradictions) but what is really left to them, if your Opinion concer- 

ning the preſent Churches Infallibility be true. And he that cannot ſee the 

Cunning of this Device of reſolving all into the Authority of the preſet No. 

man Church, will never underſtand the Intereſt of your Church 5 but, it 

ſeems, you apprehend it ſo much, as not to ſeem to do it, and have too 

much cunning to confeſs it. But, this muſt not be ſo eaſily paſſed over, this 

being'one of the grand Artifices of your Church, to make a great noife with 

Fathers, Scriptures and Councils among thoſe moſt, who underſtand them 

leaſt, when your ſelves reſolve them all into the preſent Churches Teſtimony, 
Which is firſt to gag them, and then bid them ſpeak. | 

Firſt, For the Ar you ſay, Tou acknowledge all due reſped to them; 

but the Queſtion is, What kind of reſpec that is which can be due to them, 

when, let them ſpeak their minds never ſo plainly, and agree in what they 

pleaſe, and deliver what they will as the Judgment of the Church; yet all 

this ca n give us no Aſſurance at all on your Principles, unleſs your Church 

doth intallibly determine the ſame way. What then do the Fathers ſignifie 

with you? Doth the Infallibility of your Churches Definition depend on 

the conſent of the Fathers? No, you tell us, 'She & ſupernaturally aſſi ſted by 

the Holy Ghoſt ; and if ſo, I ſuppoſe the judgment of the Fathers is not that 

which ſhe relies on. But, it may be, you will ſay, This ſupernatural Aſi- 

ſtance dire the Church to that which was the judgment of the Fathers in all 

Ages. This were ſomething indeed, if it could be proved: But then I 

would never read the Fathers, to know what their mind is, but ask your 

Church what they meant: And, though your Church delivers that as their 

ſenſe, which is as oppoſite as may be, both to their words and judgments z 

yet this is part of thereſpe# due to them, not to believe whatever they ſay 

themſelves, but what your Church tells us they ſay. A moſt compendious way 

tor interpreting Fathers, and making them ſure not to ſpeak any thing 

againſt your Church. Therefore I cannot but commend the Ingenuity of 

Cornelius Muſſus, the Biſhop of Bitonto, who ſpeaks that out, which more 

wary Men are contented only to think. Ego, ut ingenue fatear, plus uni 

ſummo Pontifici crediderim in his w_ myſteria fidei tangunt, quam mille Au- 

In cap. 14. guſtinis, Hieronymis, Gregoriis, That I may deal freely, ſaith he, I would 

ep. ad Rom. ,ozer believe the Pope in Matters of Faith, than a thouſand Auguſtines, 

Hieromes, and Gregories. Bravely ſaid, and like a Man that did heartily 

believe the Pope's Infallibility ! And yet no more than every one will be 

forced to do that underſtands the Conſequence of his own Principles. 

And therefore Alphonſus d Caſtro was not to be blamed for preferring an 

ate duets bil Epi ſtie of Anacletus (though counterfeit) becauſe 

ic Anacleto ſoli magis crediderim, &c. FA . 

1»4m Hieronymo, Anguſfino, aut cuivis alii Popè, before Auguſtine, Hierome, or any other, howe- 

r ſanffo. der holy or learned. Theſe Men underſtood them- 

vert. Meret, b 6. verbo Epilcopus ſelves, and the Intereſt of their Church. And, al- 

though the reſt of them make finer Legs to the Fathers than theſe do; 

vet when they ſeem to croſs their way, and entrench upon their Church, 

they find not much kinder entertainment for them. We may guels at 

the reſt by two of them, Men of great Note in their ſeveral ways, the 

one for Controverſies, the other for his Commentaries, viz. Bellarmine 


and Maldonate, and let us ſee, when occafion ſerves, how rudely my 
handle 
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waage the Fathers, If 8. Cyprias ſpeaks againſt Trad. 
— it was, faith Bellar mine, In defence of his errour, —— e 
and therefore 110 wonder if be argued 4 1 er the manner of A 


ed aft fi exrantium mare tunc tat iocinaretur. De 
poſeth Stephen the Biſhap of verbo Dei, l. 4. c 11. 


erroneous penons. If he op | 
L 3 Kebaptization"; He ſeemeth, t. | 
ſaith'he, ko here erred in 1, If 8. Ambroſe pro- Videtur, mortaliref peceaſſe. De pontif. 
ounce Baptiſm in the name of L briſt, to he walid without Nene, 


the naming ot her Perſons inthe Trinity; Bellarmineiis - . meo judjeis. De pon - 
not aftaid to ſay, IThat, in his judgment, bi Opinion x" FT þ 
& falſe. If S.,Chrjſoſtom ſaith,” That it is better not to 

be preſent at the Euchariſt, 2 to £ preſent, and not Ba? ＋ „ 
. other times went beyond his hound in ſaying ſo. * exc it Ban oF De Miſſa. I. 2. 
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f 8. Auguſtine expound place gf Seripture.noc to : © 4 
mind, bez dis und He did not roughly con- rn * 
ſider what be ſaid Do not dene e that due, . 2 3 : 
reſpect they had for the Herbert & So lofig they think they gan make them 
ſerve theit turns, then I h but the Favhers 2. If they appear refratary; and 
wall not ſegve Lr of wood, and aria peter to them, then ho are 
the Father gy ir the Churches judgment they tely on, and not the Fathers. 
And therefòfe they (never want ways ſel ves of | 


want ways t eluding all the Teſti- g 
monies produced out them: If they cannot ſay, thoſe ſeſti monie are 
forged (as ſome of them ſay it, without any ſhew of reaſon, concerning 
that part of the Epiſtle of Epiphanine, about the tearing the Ny in which 
an Image was painted at-Axtblatha...) And as Bellarmine anſwers concern- 
ing the Author of the iper on Matthew, becauſe he ſaith, There 
is no way to the figgting Truth, but reading the Seriptares; he therefore ſaith, 
This whole place was inſerted by the 4rrians,; as though that had been 
any part af the ee the Arrians and others. If Origen, or be verbs 
(ril, on Levitiews; ſaich, It 3s neceſſary to follow the Scriptures, then an An- <a ak 
(wer is ready That theſe Homilies are of no great Authority: but if theſe * 3% 
will ſerve to And the Apo ph; if they ſpeak of the Obſcurity of Scripture; bin. b. 1: 
if they mention the Obſervaitor of Lent; if they ſpeak of any thing tending L 6 
to Auricular Confeſſi on, or er, then they are good and authentick |. bY | 
enough: Thus the price ot the Fathers tiſes and falls according to their U/e, De Penir.!. 
like Slaves inthe market. It et the, Fathers ſeem to deliver theirgodgmeats 2 % 8 
peremptorily in a matter contrary to the preſent ſenſe of their Church, then 
either they ſpeâk it in the heat of . or, if not, they were contra- 
difed by olbers as good as they ; if many of them concur, yet it was but 
their private judgment,” not the ſenſe of the CathoBck Church which they de- 
livered. Still we ſee, the Fete the Fathers ſtand at, is their agreement with 
the preſent 'Roman-Church, if they differ from this, they were Mer like o- 
thers, and might be deceived, only the Pope is Iufallible, or at leaſt the 
preſent Roman-Church. For, if Hilary, Gregory Nyſſen, Chryſoſtome, Cyril, 
digeſtine, and others ſay, that Chriſt, when he faid; Upor this Rock will 1 
build my Church; underſtood: Peter's 1 7 or Bimſelf, Nibil magis alie- 
aum d ſenſu Chriſti cogitari. potuit, faith" Maldonate, Nothing could be more 1 
incongruou than mbat bey ſay. And in the next words tells us, LB all the is. © 
Ancient Writers except Hilary, expoanided, the gates of Hell one way, but he lo Mat. ar. 
gives another ſenſe of them. The ſame liberty he takes in very many other j; mat. 1g. 
| Places. By which we have a tafte of that Als reſpeZ which you, owe to 11. 
the Fathers, which is; Ia 


alue them, as far 4 * eonent with your Charch, 1910" © 
and no more; otherwiſe they are but the reſults of Mens particular fancies, in Sh, 6. 
PTY | ö | and * 116. 
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and not to be compared with the infallible Judgment of your Church, 
S. 2 But, tho” it may not be ſo evident, that you give ſo, great reſpect to 
the Fathers, yet it is notorious what reverence you ſhew to the ſacred Seri. 
ptures: Asfor Scripture (lay you) we ever extol it above the Definitions of ihe 


Church : What, ever ! 


Hermanus ait, Scripturas valere quantum 
fabulas Æſopi, ſt diſtituant ur Eccleſiæ au- 
toritate e referente Brent io. V. Bailly tract. 
5. q. 17. 8 

Sur Scripture, quidam velut naſus cereus; 
qui ſe b:1(um, tHorſjum, trahi, retrahi fin- 
gig; facile permittit. Albert. Pighius Hi- 
erarch. I. 3. c. 3 
Etiam ſi ſcriptura dicat, libros Prophet a- 
rum e Apoſtolorum eſſe diuinos, tamen non 
credam eſſe, niſi prius hoc credidero Scriptu- 
ram eſſe divinam : nam in Alcorano Ma- 


humetis paſſum leginies ipſum Alcoranum 


de cod Deo miſſum, & tamen ei non cre- 
Ams. De verbo Dei, l. 4. c. 4. 


Do you think we have forgot the brave compariſons 
which have been made by your Writers, to ſhew the 
reſpect you bear to the Scriptures? Is it not much for 
the honour of the Scriptures; to be ſaid to bave ng 

more Authority than ops Fables,without the J. eft imony 
of the Church © Did not thoſe extol it above the Church, 
who call'd it, 4 Noſe of Wax? and were not theſe 

ſome of you? Doth not Bellarmine profeſs his high 
eſteem of the Scriptures, - When be faith, That the 
| Seripture is nd more to be believed,” in ſaying It is from 
God than \Mahomets Alrorany becauſe that ſays ſo too ? 
Did not Caramba prefer the Scripture before the (Church, 


Scriprura d:bet ab Eccleſia regulari, & when he"(ald, h the Scripture muſt be regulate! by 


non cont ras Ciravz4i Controve 1. 
Pigh. Controverſ. J. 1. c. 2 
Valent. I. 4+ c. 2. de Analyſ. Fid. 
Ecilarm, I. 4 c. 12. de verbo Dei. 


the Church, am not the Church by the Scripture? I need 
not mention Eckizs his Evangelium nigrum and T hiy- 


. logia atramentaria, Pighius his plumbea gs bie reeulg, 
Valentia his Lapis Offenſionis, Bellur mines Commonitorium utile which, and 
many others, are remaining Teſtimonies of that monſtrous eſteem, which 
thoſe of your party have of the ſacred Scriptures. But, if the efteem you 
have of the Scriptures be ſo great, why lock you them up ſo careful y from 
the people in an unknown language? Is it, leſt ſac Jewels ſhould loſe 
their luſtre by too often uſing? Why are you ſo ſevere againſt your 
9 7 7 reading them? s it becauſe you would not gaſt Pearls before 
wine? 1 1 . N | . * Fc . P 7 \ SL | 
Hut ſtill you extol the Scripture above the Definitions of the Chyrch : How 
is that poſſible, when you tell us, The only Anthority it hath, 3s from the 
Churches Teſtimony ? For the Authority of it ſuppoſeth it to be acknowledged 
for a Divine Revelation, and that, you tell us, we can have no Afſurance of, 
but from your Churches Definition: And we had thought, that which gave 
Credit and Authority, had been greater than that which received it. There 
can be then little reaſon to take your word in a caſe of this nature, when 


your very next words give ſo palpable a reaſon to the conttary. For yo 


ſuppoſe the Scripture unable to expreſs itſelf to anyIntent or purpoſe, unleſs your 
Church be the Interpreter. For the Scripture, ſay you, being in many pleces ob- 
ſcure, we cannot be certain of its true ſenſe, without the belp of 4 living and infal- 
lible Judge, to determine aud declare it; which can be no other than the preſent 


Church. Tanſwer, 1. Your meaning is not ſo plain, but that it wants the 
interpretation of your Chyrch too. For what do you underſtand by the Scri. 


ptures being in many places obſcure? ls it only, that there are ſome paſſages 
which have their 4ificulties10 them? But what is this to the purpoſe, unleſs 
you could prove, that this obſcurity is ſuch as hinders it from being a Rule of 


Faith and Manners 2 If you prove that, you do ſomething. The Scripture | 


we acknowledge hath its diffrealties in it, but not ſuch as hinder the great 
deſign God intended it for ; no more thanthe macule which are in the Sun, 
hinder it from giving light to the world; or ſome crabbed pieces in our Laws 
hinder them from being owned as the Laws of the Land. 2. Are thoſe places 
obſcure or no, which ſpeak of the Churches Infallibiliiy? at leaſt ſuch as you 
produce for it afterwards? This is evident, that there are no places whoſe 


ſenſe is more controverted than theirs : Can theſe then be underſtood * 
| ou 
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out a living and infallible Judge, or no? If they may, ſo as we may be certain 
of their true ſenſe, then why not all others which concern the Rs FH 
and manners, whoſe ſenſe is fat leſs diſputed than of theſe? if nor, then we 9 
muſt ſuppoſe 4 living and infallible Judge, before we.know whether there 
is ſuch 4 one of no: For that is the thing enquired after in the medhting of 
theſe places, and you ſay, We cannot be certain of their. ſenſe w ithoꝑt him, 

ſo that we muſt firft ſuppoſe the m be true, and then prove it; or elſe 
you run back again into your old Labyrinth. How know'\you that God 
hath promiſed, there ſhall be ſuch an infallible Judge ? By ſuch places (ſay you) 

4 you produce for it. Well, but the Scripture being in many places obſcure, 
How ſhall I be certain this is the true ſenſe of them? You ſay, becauſe the 
preſent Church is the living and infallible Judge to determine and declare it. Do + 
not you herein argue like a Man. that can /quare Circles? 3, In thoſe places 
whole ſenſe, you ſay, is ſo obſcure, where hath God made it neceſſary for 
vs to have the certain ſenſe of them 2, Your can have no pretence for all this lt 
for an infallible Judge, unleſs you could make it evident, that God hath 
left no myſteriesin his Word, but he hath left your Church a Key to unlock 
them; and therefore, I hope, there isaC/avis Apocalyptica too hanging at 
your Churches Girdle. It is true indeed, your Churchis happily inſtramental 
in explaining a »»yſtery ſpoken of in Scripture, but not much for your com- 
fort, it's a »#yſtery of Iniquity. But in good earneſt, do you think That God 
hath promiſed a living and infallible Judge to make us certain of the ſenſe of ob- 
ſcure places in Scripture ? Then two things will neceſſarily follow from 
thence. 1. That it muſt be neceſſary, that all thoſe that believe this i»fal- 
lible Judge muſt know the certain ſexſe of theſe obſcure places. 2. That this 
infallible Judge muſt give the certain ſenſe of theſe places. But then, 
Why hath your preſent Church ſo neglected her Talent this way, that ſhe 
hath not decided all the Controverſies concerning the difficiliora loca : 
Such a Commentary as this were worth inquiring after. But yet ſuppoſing i 
your Church had done this, Could we be more certain of the ſexſe of your i 
Church, than we are now of the Scriptures £ I will ſuppoſe your Church ſo | 
charitable, as to put ſo uſeful a thing in writing, for the general good of 
the world: But 42 Writings (you tell us) are obſcure, and want a living 
Jalge to interpret them; and ſo conſequently muſt that, and fo in infinitur. 
But 4. All this while it is worth underſtanding, how you prefer the Seri- 
pture before the Church, when you make the Church the living and infallible 5 
Judge, to interpret the Scriptures. You make the Scripture a dead Letter, | | 


but your Church is a living Judge; you make the ſence of Scripture ob- 
ſeure, uncertain, and therefore giving occaſion to all the errors in the 
world, but your Church is infallible, to determine all Controverſies, and 
yet for all this, you prefer the Scripture before the Church. It is plain, you 
do not, in regard of evidence and certainty; and one would have thought, 
theſe had been the greateſt Excelencies of a Rule of Faith. Do you prefer 
it as ſuch before your Church? If not, you deny it the peculiar property and 
defign of it; and therefore whatever elſe you attribute to it, you are guil- 
ty of the higheſt diſparagement of it. Juſt as if one ſhould commend a 
Mathematicians Square for the materials of it, or the Excellency of the Fi- 
gures engraven on it; but, in the mean time, tell him, It is oblique, crook- 
ed, uncertain, and he cannot draw a ſtraight line by it: Do you think he 
would believe you commended his Square? Juſt ſo do you commend the 
Scriptures ; and can you then imagine, that any rational Man will believe, 
that you do prefer the Scriptures before the preſent Church? 
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eſpect remains due to Jew} Council., 
i6 the preſent (hurt h be ſuppoſed inſallible. For (ſay you) though you wil. 
lin giy ſubmit to them all, yet where they bappen to be obſcure in matters nequiring 
Deter wination, we ſeek the aſſiſtarre and diretion of the ſave living infallibl 
Rule, viz. the Tradition,” ov the Sentente of the preſent Church. But 1. You 
ſay, You ſubmit to thew all: but, Do you ſubmit to them all as infallible, 
or nv? which you muſt of neceſſity do, or elſe apparently contradict your 
ſelf (which yet is no novelty for you to do) for you ſpend a great deal 
of pains to prove general Councils infallible 5 and therefore Fhope you own 


Part I. 
8 > - bd 
It is next to be conſidered, wat r 


them as infallible your ſelf. If you own them to be infallible, what need of 


the ſentence of the preſent Church, as to thoſe Decrees which you already 
acknowledge infallible > Or, do you really own them no turther to be in- 
fallible, than as they agree with the ſentence of the preſent Church? and 
then, I pray, What doth the pretended [nfal/ibHity of general Councils ſig- 
nifie, if your Church give all the Authority to them? and what conſents 
with your Church'is infallible, and what doth not, is far from being ſo) 
3. You ſay, General Councils may happen to be obſcure in matters requiring 
Determination; Do you meam, in#hings decreed by them, or not? If not, 
it is no wonder if they be obſcure in matters they never meddle with, there- 
fore, I ſuppoſe, you mean in things determined by them. Then I further 
ask, Whether theſe Decrees of general Councils, were the Sentence of the 
preſent hure h, to thofe who lived in the time of thoſe Councils? If they were, 
How could the Sentence of the preſent Church declare and determine the ſenſe 
of what is obſcure in Scripture, if, notwithſtanding this Determination, the 
Sentence of the Chureh remains as obſcure, as the ſenſe of the Scripture 2 If it 


was not obſcure then, but is ſo now, whence comes that obſcurity 2 The Sen- 


tence of the Council is ſuppoſed to be written then, that thoſe who were 
not preſent at it might underſtand the Decree of it; and it is ſuppoſed we 
have the very ſame Authentical Decrees of Councils, which they had who 
lived in the feveral Ages of them. How come they then to be more obſcure 
to us, than they were to them? 3. What do you mean by matters requiring 
Determination? Is it not enough that things be infallibly determined once, 
but they muſt be determined over again? It the former Determination were 
infallible, what need any more? or doth the Ixſallibility ceaſe as ſoon as the 
Church ceaſeth to be the preſent Church, and then that which comes to be the 
preſent Church, muſt convey an Infallibility into it? but how comes any 
thing which was once infallible, to /oſe its Infallibiliiy? which is a thing 
really ſo obſcure, that your preſent Church would do well to help us out 
in it. But if, - notwithſtanding all your pretence of the Iofallibility of 
general Councils, nothing is truly to be owned as ſuch, but what agrees with 
the Sentence of the preſent Church, then we plainly ſee, what reverence you 
ſhew to all general Councils, even as much as the preſent Church will let you, 
and no more, which, ſuppoſing it never ſo great, is not ſhewed to the Conn- 
eilt, but to your Church. For, the reaſon of that Reverence cannot be reſolved 
into the Councils, but into that Church for whoſe fake you reverence them. 
And thus it evidently appears, That the cunning of this device is wholly 
your own, and notwithſtanding theſe miſerable ſhifts, you do finally re- 
ſolve all Authorities of the Fathers, Councils, and . Scriptures, into the 
Authority of the preſent Roman Church; which was the thing to be proved. 

The firſt Abſardity conſequent from hence, which the Arch-Biſbop charg- 


ech your party with, is, That by this means they aſcribe as great Authority (if not 


greater ) toa part of the Catholick Church, as to the whole, which we believe in 
our Creed; and which is the Society of all Chriſtians. And this is full of _ 
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dity in nature, in reaſon, in all things, that any part ſhould be of equal 'worth, 
power, credit, or authority with the whole. Here you deny the Conſequence, 
which, you ſay, depends upon his Lordſhip's wilfully miſtaken Notion of be 
Catbolick Church ; which he ſaith, Is the Church we believe in our Ceed and | 
is the Society of all Chriſtians ; which (you call) a moſt deſperate extenſron of | 
the Church; becauſe thereby (forſooth) it will appear, that a part is not ſo 
great as the whole, viz. that the Roman Church, in her full latitude, is but 4 
piece or parcel of the Catholick Church believed in our Creed. Is this all the 
deſperate Abſurdity, which follows from his Lordſhip's Anſwer? I pray, 

(hew it to have any thing tending to an Abſurdity in it? And though 
you confidently tell us, [hat the Roman. Church, taken as comprizing all 
Chriſtians that are in her Communion, is the ſole and whole Catholic Church ; 
yet I will contentedly ar the whole iſſue of the cauſe upon the proof of 
this one Propoſition, that the Roman Church in its largeſt ſenſe, 5s the ſole 
and whole Catholic Church; or that the preſent Roman Church is a ſound 
Member of the Catholick Church. Your evidence from 9 1 7 way Hiſtory, 
is ſuch as | fear not to fo low you in; but, I beſeech you, have a care of 
treading too near the Apoſtles heels That any were accounted Catholicks meer- 
ly for their Communion with the Roman Church ; or that any were condemned 
for Hereſie or Schiſnt purely for their be e. it ʒ prove it when you pleaſe; 
| (hall be ready (God willing) to attend your Motions. But it is always 


* 


our faculty, when a thing needs proving moſt, to tell us what you could 
— done : This, you ſay, Tow would have proved at large, if his Lordſhip had 
any more than ſuppoſed the contrary : But your Readers will think, that his 
Suppoſition, being grounded on ſuch a Maxim of Reaſon, as that menti- 
oned by him, it had been your preſent buſineſs to have proved it : But I 
commend your prudence in adjourring it; and, I ſuppoſe, you will do it, 
as the Court of Areopagus uſed to do hard cauſes, in diem longiſſi mum. It is 
apparent, the Biſhop ſpeaks not of a part of the Church by repreſentation of the 
whole, which is an objection no body but your ſelf would here have fanſied; 
and therefore your Inſtance of a Parliament is nothing to the purpoſe, un- 
leſs you will ſuppoſe, that Councils in the Church do repreſentin ſuch a man- 
ner as Parliaments in England do; and that their deciſion is obligatory in the 
ſame way as Ack of Parliament are: If you believe this to be good Dodrine, 
I will be content to take the Objecter's place, and make the Application. 
The next Abſurdity laid to your charge, is, as you ſum it up, That in 
your Doctrine concerning the Infallibility of your Church, your proceeding is moſt 
reaſonable, in regard you will not have recourſe to Texts of Scripture, expoſiti- 
on of Fathers, propriety of Language, conference of Places, Antecedents and 
Conſequents, &c. but argue, that the Doctrine of the preſent Church of Rome, 
i true and Catholick, becauſe ſhe profeſſeth it to be ſuch, which,ſaith he, is to prove 
idem per idem. To this you anſwer, That as to all thoſe helps you uſe them 
with much more candour than Proteſtants do : And, why ſo? Becauſe of their ma- 
niſold wreſtings of Scriptures and Fathers. Let the handling the Controverſies 
of this Book, be the evidence between us in this caſe, and any indifferent 
Reader be the Judge. You tell us, Jon uſe all theſe helps - But to what pur- 
poſe do you uſe them? Do you by them prove the I-fa/ib;lity of your 
Church 2 It not, the ſame Abſurdity lies at your door till, of proving iden 
per idem. No, that you do not, you ſay : But how doth it appear? Thanks 
to theſe mute Perſons, the good Motives of Credibility, which come in again 
at a dead lift, but do no more ſervice than before. I pray, cure the Wounds 
they have received already, before you rally them again, or elſe, I aſſure 
you, what (ſtrength they have left, they * employ it againſt your ** 
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You ſuppoſe, no doubt, your Coleworts good, you give them us fo often 
over ; but I neither like proving nor eating idem per idem. 

$. 23 But yet we have two Auxiliaries more in the Field, call'd Inſtances. The 
deſign of your firſt Inſtance, is, to ſhew, That if your Church be guilty of pro- 
ving idem per idem, the Apoſtolical Church was ſo too. For you tell us, 7hat g 
SeAary might, in the Apoſtles times, have argued againſt the Apoſtolical Church, 
7 the very ſame method his Lordſhip here uſes againſt the preſentCatholick Church, 
P. 62, 63. For, if you ach the Chriſtians then, Why they believe the whole Doctrine of the 
wes Apoſtles, to be the ſole true Catholick Faith, their Anſwer ir, becauſe it is agree- 

able to the Doctrine of Chriſt. If you ask them, How they know it to be ſo, they 

will produce the words, ſentences, and works of Chriſt, who taught it. Put, if 

you ash a third time, By what means they are aſſured, that thoſe Teſtimonies do 

indeed make for them or their canſe, or are really the Teſtimonies and Doctrine 

of Chriſt, they will not then have recourſe to thoſe Teſtimonies or Doctrine, but 

their Anſwer is, They know it to be ſo, becauſe the preſent Apoſtolick Church doth 

* witneſs it. And ſo by conſequence prove idem per idem. Thus the Sectary. I know 

not whether your faculty be. better at framing Queſtions of Anſwers to 

them; I am (ſure it is extraordirary at both. Is it not enough to be in a G- 

cle your (elves, but you muſt needs bring the Apoſtles into it too? At leaſt, if 

you may have the management of their Doctrine, you would do it. The 

ſhort Anſwer to all this is, That the ground why the Chriſtians did aflent to 

the Apoſtles Doctrine, as true, was, becauſe God gave ſufficient evidence, that 

their 1eſtimony was Infallible, in ſuch things where ſuch [»fal/ibility was re- 

r. 36. Quiſite. For you had told us before, That the Apoſtles did confirm their 

words with ſigns that followed, by which ſigus all their hearers were bound to ſub- 

mit themſelves unto them, and to acknowledge their words for infallible Oracles 

I | of Truth, Was not here then ſufficient ground for afſent in the Primitive 
1 Chriſtians, to the Apoſtles Doctrine? Not as you weakly imagine, becauſe 
i! the Doctrine of the Apoſiles was ſuitable to the DoFrine of Chriſt; for the 
ground why they aſſented to the Doctrine of Cbriſt, was, becauſe of the Je- 

li mony of the Apoſtles. And therefore, to ſay, They believed the Doctrine of 

the Apoſtles, becauſe it was agreeable to the Doctrine of Chris?, and then that 

they believed the Doctrine of Chriſt, becauſe it was ſuitable to the Teftimo- 

ny of the Apoſtles, is a Circle fit for none but your (elf, and that filly Per- 

ſon of your own moulding, whom you call the Se&ary. It were worth con- 

ſidering too, How the works of Chriſt could prove the Doctrine of the Apoitles 

ſuitable to his own. | had thought Chriſi's works had proved his own Teiti- 

N mony to be true, and not the Apoſtles Doctrine to be conſonant to his: The 

ö works of Chriſt ſhew us the reaſon, why he was to be believed in what he 

delivered z and did not the works of the Apoſtles do ſo too? What need then 

any rational Perſon enquire further, why the Apoſtle Doctrine was to be 
believed? Was it not on the ſame account that the DoFrine of Chriſt was to 
be believed? But, ſay you, How ſhould you know their Doctrine was the ſame ? 

What, do you want an infallible Teſtimony for this too?Or,do you believe 

that God can contradict himſelf ; or that Chriſt ſhould fend ſuch to deliver 

his Doctrine to the World, and atteſt it with Miracles who ſhould falſifie and 
corrupt it? Now, you will ſay, / az: come over to you, and anſwer as you do, 
that the Apoſtles Teitimony was to be believed, becauſe of the pregnant and con- 
vincing Motives of Credibility. This, I grant; but mult be excuſed as to 
what follows, That theſe ſame Motives moved the Primitive Chritians, and 
As, in our reſpective times, to believe the Church. Prove but that, and I yield 
the cauſe. But till then, 1 pray, give us leave to believe that ſtil] you prove 


idem per idem; and your Anſwers are like your Proofs ; for this we — 
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had often already, and have ſufficiently examined before: As likewiſe 
your other Coccyſm about the Formal Obje@ of Faith, and certain Induce- 
wents to accept the Churches Infalibility 3 which I ſhall not think worth re- 
peatiog, till you think what I have ſaid againſt it before worth anſwering, 

' Your ſecond Inſtance is, ad hominem ; whereby you would prove, That 
if be a knowledge the Church Infallible in Fundamentals,he muſt prove idem per 
idem, as much as you do. For (ſay you) if be be demanded a reaſon why he believes 


ſuch Points as he calls Fundamental, his Anſwer is, becauſe they are 4 7 1 to 


the Doctrine of Chriſt. If be be arked, How he knows them to be ſo, he will, no 
doubt, produce the words, ſentences and works of Chriſt, who taught the ſaid Fun- 
damental Points, But, if he be acked a third time, By what means he is aſſured, 


that theſe Teſtimonies do make for him then he will not have recourſe to the words 


themſelves, i. e. to the Bible, but his final Anſwer will be, He knows them to be 
ſo, and that they do make for him, becauſe the preſent Church doth infallibly wit- 
neſs ſo much from Tradition, and according to Tradition, which is (ſay you) to 
prove idem per idem, a much as we. Things are not always juſt as you 
would have them: It we allow you to make both Objections and Anſwers 
for us, no doubt you are guilty of no Abſurdity ſo great, but we (hall be 
equally guilty of it. But, it is the nature both of your Religion and Argu- 
ments not to be able to ſtand a Tryal : But however, they muſt undergo it. 
Iſay then, that granting the Church Infallible in the belief of Fundamentals, 
it doth not follow that we muſt prove idem per idem, as you do. For, when 
we ask you, Why you believe your Doctrine to be the ſole Catholic Faith, 
your final Anſwer is, becauſe your Church is Infallible; which is anſwering 
by the very thing in queſtion, for you have no other way to judge of the 
Catholick, Faith, but by the Infallibility of your Church ; but when you ask 
us, Why we believe ſuch an Article to be Fundamental; as for Inſtance, 
That Chriſt will give Eternal Life to them that obey him, we anſwer, not be- 
cauſe the Church, which is infallible in Fundamentals, delivers it to be ſo, 
which were anſwering idem per idem ; but we appeal to that common reaſon 
which is in Mankind, Whether, it the Doctrine of Chriſt be true, this can 
be other than a Fundamental Article of it; it being that, without which the 
whole delign of Chriſtian Religion comes to nothing. Therefore you much 
miſtake, when you think we reſolve our Faith of Fundamentals into the 


Church as the infallible Witneſs of them; for, though the Church may be In- 


faliblein the belief of all things Fundamental (for other wiſe it were not a 
Church, if it did not believe them) it doth not thence neceſſarily follow, 
That the Church muſt infalibly witneſs what is Fundamental, and what not. It 
13 ſufficient that the Church doth deliver from the conſent of univerſal Tra- 
dition, that infallible Rule of Faith (which, to be ſure, contains all things 
Fundamentalin it)though ſhe never meddle with the deciding what Points 
are Fundamental, and what not. If you therefore ask me, Why I believe any 
Point ſuppoſed Fundamental, I anſwer, By all the evidence which aſſures 
me, that the Doctrine containing that Point, is of Divine Revelation; If 
you ask me, How I know that this Point is part of that Doctrine, I appeal to 
the common ſenſe and reaſon of the World, as to things plainly Fundamental, 
and therefore by this means your thirdQueſtion is prevented, How I know this 
to be the meaning of thoſe words; for, I ſuppoſe, no one that can tell, that 
two and two make four, can queſtion but if the Doctrine of Chriſt be true, 
the belief of it is neceſſaty to Salvation, which is it we mean by Fundamen- 
tal. Either therefore prove it neceſſary, that the Church muſt infallibly wit- 
neſs what is Fundamental, and what not; and that we mult rely on ſuch a 
Teſtimony in the belief of Fundamentals, or you prove nothing at all to 
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your purpoſe, no more than your convincing Motives of Credibility; 
which, were they made into a grand Salad, would know the wiy to the 
Table, they are ſerved ſo often up: But I have found theni fo dry and inſi. 
pid already, I have no encouragement to venture on them any more. 
$. 24 But, ſtill you are deſervedly afraid we ſhould not think worthily e. 
nough of your Churches Infallibility. You therefore tell us very wiſely, 
that this Infallibility is not a thing that is not infallible ; For, ſay you,Which 
P. 63. . 30. In fallibility muſt come from the Holy Ghoſt, and be more than humane or mo- 
ral, and therefore muſt be truly ſupernatural, Ic. It is well you tell us of ſuch 
a rare diſtinction of Infallibility z for elſe, I affure yon, we had never 
thought of it, viz. of an rfallibility that may be deceived, and an Infallibili. 
ty that cannot be deceived, or, in your words, a humane and moral Infallibili- 
ty, and a ſupernatural divine Infallibility. To eaſe gon therefore of your fears, 
I ſoleianly promiſe you, that when I believe your Church Infallible, I will 
not believe it to have a humane, moral Infallibility, but ſupernatural and Di- 
vine, That is, when [ believe her infallible, I believe her infallible. Your mind 
being eaſed of this grand fear, you think all the difficulty is over, and that you 
are out of any poſſibility of a Circle ; but I have endeavoured before to ſhew, 
you are not infallible in that: For the charge youexhibit againſt the Biſhop, 
as thong h you had left him tumbling in the Circle you had ſo eaſily got out of; 1 
ſhall conſider it in its due time and place; but, if one may gueſs at being 
in a Circle by tumbling, you will not ſeem very free from it, who ſeem to 
be at very little eaſe by your impatience of being held to the SubjeF in hand. 
Well, but yet our Conceptions muſt once more be reCtified as to the na- 
ture of this Infallibility 3 before our danger was leaſt, we ſhould have be- 
P.54.n.5. lieved it to be only a humane, moral, and not ſupernatural Infallibility, and 
now we are bid have a care leſt we thinkit to be any more, than in a ſort, and in 
ſome manner divine. But, what kind of tranſcendental thing is this Infalli- 
bility 2 It is not humane, nor yet divine, and yet it is ſupernatural ; which 
is ſcarce in ſome ſort, or in a manner ſenſe, How comes it to be ſupernatural, if 
it be not divine ? Or, is it naturally ſupernatural, and humanely divine? It 
muſt not then be called divine, but, in a manner, and after a fort - But yet, 
(ſay vou) ſo far as concerns preciſe Infallibility,or certain Connexion with Truth, 
it is ſo truly ſupernatural and certain, that in this reſpe it yields nothing to 


the Scripture it ſelf. Theſe are your own words: And if you did not be- 


lie ve Iranſulſtantiation, I ſhould think this the greateſt on- ſenſe in the world. 
But, What doth that Ifallibility which is more than in a ſort divine, import 
beyond what you aſſert doth belong to the Church? Is that any more than 
preciſe Infallibility, and certain Connexion with Truth, and ſuch as is in the Scri- 
pture, and all this your Church hath, and yet, when we ſay ſo, ſne drops a Cour- 
teſie, and cries, No, forſooth, though ſhe be infallible, yet ſhe deſires to be excuſed, 

ſhe is not infallible, but only, as if one ſhould ſay in a manner, and after a ſort, and 

fo forth. Juſt as if one ſhould ask a new married Woman, Whether ſhe were 
certainly married to ſuch a Man, and ſhe ſnould anſwer as to what concerns mar- 
rying, he was certainly married, but yet ſhe was not abſolutely married, but only 
ina manner, and after a ſort. This is ſo great a myſtery, you will oblige the 
World much to inform it a little more fully in theſe following Queſtions, 
What kind of Infallibility that is which is ſupernatural, and by the aſſiſtance of 

the Holy Ghoſt, which is equal tothe Scripture it ſelf in point of Certainty and Infal- 

P. 641. 46. Iibility (your own watds) and yet is not divine, but in a manner, and after 4 
ort: And what way we ſhould come to underſtand that manner and ſort, and 
what degrees and ſorts there are in Ixſallibility? Whether any thing, ſo far as it 


is infallible, be not abſolutely, as well as preciſely infallible: And whether we 
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which is but in 4 ſort divine, be not in a ſort not divine; Whether that 
which is in not divine; be not likewiſe in the ſame ſort not infallible 
( fince all this [ofallibility,. by your own Confeſſion, is from the Holy 
Gboſt) and whether th be not an excellent way in a manner, and after 4 


ſort, to reconcile Conttadictions. For, if a Man ſhould ask you, Whe- 
cher one might be, and not be, at the ſame time; you. might eaſily tell 


bim, That abſalutely and preciſely he cannot be, and not be; but u A man- 
ner, and after 4 ſort, he maybe, and not be, together. You have cauſe 
therefore to make much of this diſtinction, and you never need' fear baf- 
fling, as long as you carry it about with you; it is a moſt excellent pre- 
ſervative againſt all the batteries of ſenſe and reaſon. But leſt yet, for all 
this, we ſhould apprehend ſomething by this in 4 manner, and after a ſort, 
as tho they were {ome odd diminiſhing terms: You tell us, No; Catho- 
lick Divines, by this manner of ſpeaking, do not intend to deny the Church 


to be equal even to Scripture it ſelf in point of Certainty and Aa py | 


What is now become of our manner and ſort,” when the Church dares juſtle 
with the Scripture for the upper band, at leaſt for an 7 7 place as to In- 
fallibility. What then is the intent of this diſtinction? Ut js to ſhew the pre- 
rogatives of Scripture above the Definitions of the Church. This doth well 
however to follow the reſt, it comes ſo near to a contradiction, for if the 
Church be equal to Scripture in point of Certainty and Infallibility, what 
prerogative can be left to the Scripture above the Church? when that which 


makes it Scripture, and the Rule of Faith is only its Certaiuty and Infalli- 


bility £ Yes, you tell us, The Scripture doth much exceed the Church in re- 
gard of its larger extent of Truth : becauſe there not only every reaſon, but 
every word and tittle.is matter of Faith ; but in the Definitions of the Church, 


neither the arguments, reaſons, nor words, are abſolutely ſpeaking matters of 


Faith, but only the thing declared to be ſuch. Excellent good (till, and all of 
a piece |. I commend you, that you would not offer to mix any thing of 
ſenſe in ſo good a diſcourſe: For 1. How comes the Scripture to have a 
larger extent of Truth, than the Church, if we cannot know what Truth is 
in the Screptare, but from the Church ? 2. How every word and tittle comes 
to be matter of Faith in Scripture and not in the Church, when you ſay, 
The Church is equal to the Scripture in point of Certainty and Infallibility 2 
3. How any word and tittle can be any where a evatter of Faith? I had 
thought, it had been the ſenſe and thing underſtood by thoſe words, had 
been matters of Faith; and then it is all one with the Scripture and Church; 
for you ſay, as to the Church, the thing declared is a matter of Faith 2 4. 
What that ching is, which is declared by the Church, which is neither ar- 
guments, reaſons nor words; and if it doth conſiſt of theſe, how one can 
be believed, and not the other: Doth your Church declare things ſo na- 
kedly, as to do it without arguments, reaſons or worde? That ſhe can do it 
without words, it is hard to believe, but very eaſie that ſhe can do it with- 
out arguments or reaſons. 5. Are Men bound to believe what ſhe ſo de- 
clares, without arguments and reaſons too? If they be, ſhew whence that 


Obligation comes; and when you attempt that, you endeavour to ſhew ' 


ſome argument and reaſon why they ſhould believe it. 6. What do you 
mean, that theſe arguments, reaſons and words, are not abſolutely ſpeaking 
matters of Faith? it ſhould ſeem then, that conditionaly they may be ſo, 
and then ſhew- the difference between them, and thoſe in Scripture. 7. 
How is it poſſible for us to aſſent to any thing as a matter of Faith, if we 
do not firſt aſſert to the arguments, reaſons and words, by which you would 
perſwade us to believe the thing to be declared by the Church, and what is 
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not equally hold as to the Church too, that cery word and tiitle, is 


declared by the Church is true. 8. Whether, when you ſay, That In the 
Scripture every word and tittle is matter of Faith at leaſt ieuplicitely,” and 
meceſſarily to be believed by all that knew it to be à part of Scripture ;\this will 


matter of Faith, at leaſt 3mplicitely, to all that know it to" be a part of 
the Churches Definition? And where then lies tbe, prerogative of Scyj« 
pture above the Church £ Beſides, you tell us, The, Church bath certain 
limits, and can define nothing, but ' what, was either revealed before, or 
hath ſuch connexion with it, as it may bt rationally and logically deduced” from 
it, as appertaining to the Declaration and Defence of that which was before 
revealed. That herein you conſult much for the honour of the Scriptare 
above the Church, will appear when you have anſwered theſe Queries. 
1. When the belief and ſenſe of Scripture depend accord ing ro you, upon 


the Churches Teſtimony, Whether hath more limits, the Church or Scri- 


pture ? For, whatever is in Scripture; mult as to us have its Authority from 
the Church; and therefore your Church ſets what bounds ſhe pleaſes as to 
things revealed in Scripture. 2. Who ſhall be Judge, whether your 
Church define nothing but what was revealed before, when according to 
you, we can have no aſſurance as to any Divine Revelation, but from the 
Judgment of your Church? 3. When your Church defines things to be . 
ters of Faith, which we think are not only got logically and rationally dedu- 
ced from Scripture, but plainly repugnant to it, How can we believe that ſhe 
doth not pretend to reveal ſomething which was not revealed before 
4. Is that rational and logical -deduFion from Scripture ſufficient to per- 
ſwade any rational Man or no? If not, Why uſe you thoſe terms; if it be, 


What need your Churches Definition, iu a thing that is obvious to any 
ones reaſon? 5. Muſt we believe your Church abſolutely, as to what is ra- 


tionally and logically deduced from Scripture? It ſo, then, when ſhe de- 
clares her own J»fallibility, we muſt believe that to be rational deduced, 
becauſe ſhe declares it. 6. Doth your Church make uſe of ' Logick and Rea- 
ſon in her deductions? then, Why may not every one elſe? unleſs ſhe 
hath only the gift of Logick and Reaſon, which, I ſuppoſe, you will ſay, 
is but in a manner, and after a ſort. | 

Moreover, ſay you, The Church hath the receiving and interpreting Scri- 
pture for its end; and conſequently is in that reſpect inferiour to it. But, for 
whoſe end do you mean? the Churches, or the Scriptures end? It the latter 
Shew ts how any end of Scripture is attained by your Churches interpreta- 
tion; if you mean the Churches end, I verily believe you, that your Church 
pretends to the receiving and interpreting Scripture for her own ends, and 
conſequently, in that reſpect, ſhe makes the ocripture inferiour to her. 

Here again we meet with another piece of your Errantry, in attempting 
to vindicate your Doctrine from the exchantment of another contradiction. 
You ſay, You hold it neceſſary, that we are to believe the Scriptures to be the 
Word of God upon divine Authority and yet, you tell us, That the Churches 
Authority, on which we are to believe Scriptures is but in ſome ſort, and after 
a manner Divine. This ſeems to have a huge reſemblance to a Contradicti- 
on; or elſe you muſt ſay, That it is not neceſſary that we believe the 
Scriptures on a ſimply Divine Authority, but only on ſuch a one as is ia. ſome 
fort, and after a manner Divine: For, if you make the ſame Authority 
to be Divine abſolutely in your pretence, and only after a ſort in your Ap- 
plication, you reach not the thing you promiſed. If there be not, as 
you ſay, any neceſſity of defending the Chunches Authority to be femply Di- 
vine, in anſwering that Queſtion, How we know Scripture to be * 
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chen there can he no neceſſity of aſſerting, that we are bound to believe the 


but cannot be the latter; when yet this Iufallib 
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manner, and after a ſort Divine? And yet here, that Authority which you 
call ebſolutely infallible, ia the former part of your Argument ; in the laſt 
you explain it, No Authority leſs than Divine; Doth it not then follow, 
that an Authority 4bſo/ately infallible, is an Authority #0 Jeſs than Divine. 
But to let that paſs among the reſt of his Brethren, 3. Why take you this 
needleſs pains to prove that which you ſay before, You and jour Adverſa- 
ries are agreed in. 3. Suppoſing you ſhould meet with ſome who ſhould 
queſtion this, as it is probable you may do before we part; I think it no 
dith-ult thing to anſwer this Argument of | yours, which, in ſhort, is, 
Every Article of Faith muſt be believed upon Divine Authority, but that the 
Scriptures are the Word of God, is an Ariirle of Faith. To which 1 anſwer, 
It by an Article of Faith, you mean, that we muſt give an #ndonbted aſſent 
to, then I grant, that this is 2 A#ticle'of Faith, but deny, that every ſuch 
Article muſt be believed upon Divine Authority; if by: an Article of Faith 
you mean ſomething to be believed upon Divine Teſtimony, then I grant, 
that every fuch Article muſt be built on Divine Authority, but ſhall deſire 
you to prove, that that Faith whereby I believe Scripture to be Scripture, 
mult be built on a Divine Teſtimony. For, I cannot ſee, how any, who 
ſay ſo, can free themſelves from a Circle : and of all perſons, you have the 
leaſt reaſon to ſay ſo; for you deny the Churches Teftimony to be properly 
Divine, and withal the Argument is very eaſily retorted upon your ſelf, 


For, ſay you, Whatſoever is an Article of Faith, muſt be believed on Divine 


Authority, but that the Church is infallible, I ſuppoſe, to you is an Article of 
Faith Name therefore what Divine Authority the belief of chat is built up- 
on? But, Do not you ſay, the belief of that is built on the Motives of 
Credibility, and, I ſuppoſe, you diſtinguiſh them from Divine Authority, 
or elſe they can do you no ſervice for avoiding the Circle : Either there- 
fore deny that your Churches Infallibility is an Article of Faith, or elſe deny it 
to be neceſſary, that every Article of * muſt be built on Divine Aut ho- 

a K : : | ridy 2 


— ——— — - „ „% —— — 


. : hy 
ho 


t54 Pe Rbmamuſts way | 


rity, and then farewel yoitr old friends the Motive; of Credibility 3 or elſe, | 
you fee, how neceſſary it isfor you, if you will vindicate your ſelf from 
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contradiction, to anfwer this Argument, and when you have done fo, 
you will believe ! did not much dread the force of it. The. reſt of that 
Paragraph, is a bare 1 the fourth or fifth time, of your Diſtin. 
det of. Faith, and the infaiſible Mfrwanto of it, 
which is a thing in it ſelf fo incongruous, and unreaſonable, that I had 
thoughts mean enough of you, when I met with it firtt ; but have much 
meaner,. now I meet with it ſo often, for I ſee, as pitiful a ſhift as it is 
you have no other to make uſe of on all occaſions. 4 hh 
His Lordſhip goes on to prove that, fince it is confeſſed between him 
and his Adverſary, That we muſt be able to prove the Scriptures to be the Word 
of God, by ſome Authorivy vhat 3s abſolntely Divine 5 this Authority cannot be 
that of the Church. For the Church conſiſts of Men ſuljeli to errour ; aud al 
the parts being liable to miſtaking, and fallible, the whole cannot poſſibly be in- 
fallible in and of it ſelf , aud privileged from being deceived in ſome 
things or other. To this you anſwer, His Lordſhip's Argument ( that the 
whole may err, becauſe every part way err) i diſproved by himſelf, becauſe in 
Fundamentals he grants the whole Church cannot err, and yet that any parti- 
cular Man may err even in thoſe points. But, is it not plain, that his Lord- 
ſhips defign is to prove, that if all the parts are fallille, the Authority of 
the whole cannot be ſmply Divine ? and therefore he ſaith himſelf, that in 
Fundamentals, in which the "Univerſal Church cannot err, her Authority 
is nat Divine, becauſe-the Church is tied ro the uſe of means. You muſt 
therefore prove, that when every part is acknowledged fallible, the Au- 
thority of the whole in propounding any thing to be believed, can be in- 


fallible in and of it ſelf: 1 cannot therefore underſtand, how the perfecti- 


on of Infallibility-in the propofition of any Object to be believed, can be 
applied to the whole Church, when every particular member of it in ſuch 
a Propoſition is ſuppoſed to be fallible. The Arch- Biſhop therefore tells you, 
That there is ſpecial immediate Revelation requiſite to the very leaſt degree of 
Divine Authority; to avoid which, yon would fain prove, that there may be 
ablolute Infallibility, without Divine Authority, and immediate /ſſiſtance of 
the Holy Ghoſt, in delivering Objects of Faith, without immediate Kevelation, 
You tell us therefore, Though tbe Church uſe means, yet ſhe receives not her 
lnfallibility from them, but from the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, which makes 
her Definitions truly infallible, ibougb tbey be not nem Revelations. But, How 
do you prove, that any thing but an immediate Divine Revelation can make 
ſuch a Divine Teſtimony which is ſuppoſed neceſſary for the belief of Seri- 
pture to be Scripture © How can you make it appear, that there can be Ju- 


fallibility in the Comriaſcon, where there was not Infallibility in judging of 
the Truth of the Premiſes? You ſay, By the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt. 


But why ſhou'ld you not believe ſuch an Aſſiſtance in the one, as well 45 


the other ? If therefore you aſſert, that the Spirit of God doth not affiſt in- 


fallibly in the uſe of the means, but only in the concluſion, then it muſt be an 


immediate Revelation; for what elſe it ſhould be, is not intelligible, For, 


I had thought the Revelation had been immediate, when ſomewhat more 
was diſcovered than all àſe of means could attain to: therefore the 
Churches Infallibiliiy muſt be a meer Enthuſiaſm. No, ſay you, Becauſe it 
only declares what was formerly revealed. Though that be a Queſtion among 
fome of your ſelves ; yet, ſuppoſing it to be ſo, it clears not the Buſineſs. 
For, ſuppoſe that God had ſupernaturally aſſiſted the Underſtanding of any 


Prophet in declaring a Prophecy which had been revealed before, Would 
; . . not 
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nur this have been as imm̃ediate a Revelation to that Prophet, as it it had 
been a ew Phapheey ? Aud the caſe is the ſame here 3 for, though you ſay; 
the Material ObjeFs of Faith be revealed before; yet we cannot know the 
Formal bjed of Faith, without your Churches Declaration, ſo that on your 
Prififiples there cannot lie an Obligation to Faith om us, without your 
(burehes Depmition; and therefore that js as neceſſary o av, as immediate 
Revelation ;; and to the Chureb ſelf... when you ſay," The Infallibtttty pro- 
ceeds ſo immediately from God, that if the Church ſhould j | 
would be aſcribed to God. as much as in 'tfe of Divine Revelation, What dif- 
ference can you make between them? For, it is ot, Mhether che Obje# 


Minſſon of it on the Underſtanding. For if the irn of God dot im- 
— diſcover to any one, a thing knowable by natural cauſes, is it 
any thing the Jeſs an ĩmmediate Divine Revelation?Soit muſt bein things 
already revealed, if the ſame'things be diſcovered in an izrmrediate infa 


bie manner to the mind of any, the Reyelation is i immediate as if they 


had never been revealed before. | 


fall into error, that 


wor old, which makes an immediate Revelation z but the immediate - 


*. "we 4 * . | has 
| Your laſt Paragraph affords us {till more evidence of your ſelf-contre- 


diding Faculty 3, for which-we need no more than lay your words toge- 
ther. Your words next before were, I the Church ſpould fall into error, it 
world be à much aſcribed to God himſelf, as in caſe.of immediate Divine Re- 


velation 3 but here you add ; Neither is it-neceſſary for as to firm, that the 


Definition f the Charch, is God's immediate Revelation; in, if the Definiti- 
on were falſe, God's Revelation muib be alſo ſuch: It it enough for a to averr, 
that God's Promiſe would be infringed, © as truly it would in that Suppoſttion. 
From which we may learn very uſefijl Inſtruftions. . That God's Pro- 
miſe may be infringed, and yet God's Revelation not proved to be falſe + 
But whence came that Promiſe? Was it not a Divine Revylation 2 If it 
was undoubtedly ſuch, Can ſuch a Promiſe be falſe, and not God's Reve- 
lation ? 2. That though if the Church err, God muſt be fable, yet for all 


- this, all God's Revelations may remain iafallible. 3. That though the only 


ground of Infallibility be the immediate Aſſeit ance of the Holy Gho#F, which 
gives as great an Infallibility, as ever was in Prophets and Apoftle,; yet we 


muſt not ſay, That ſuch an Infallibility doth ſuppoſe an immediate Reve- 


lation. 4. That though God's Veracity would be deſtroyed, if the Church 
ſhould define any thing for à point of Catbolick Faith, which were not re- 
vealed from God, which are your next words ; yet we are not to think, if 
her Definition be falſe, God's Revelatpm muſt be alſo ſuch, which are your 
words foregoing. Thoſe are excellent Corollarie, to conclude ſo pro- 
found a Diſcourſe with. And, if the Biſhop (as you ſay) had little reaſon 
to accuſe you for maintaining a Party ; I am ſure, I have leſs to admire you, 
for your ſeeking Truth ; and whatever Animoſity you are led by, I hope I have 
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made it evident, you are led by very little Reaſon. | : 
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- of tue tufallibility of Tradition. 


"f the weoritien Mord, aucb tte neceſſary Ingredients of it. Te. Juſt once fo 

1 particularly examined and diſproved. The Fathers Rule for — 

Traditions. No unwritten Word the Foundation of Divine Fairh. In what 

ferſe Faith may. be ſaid fo be Divine. Of Fradittor being known by its own 

Light, and 44 Canon of the Scripture. The Teftimony of the Spirit, how fat 

pertinent to this Controverſie. Of the aſt of Reaſor in the Reſolution of Falgh 

T. C.'s Dialogue anſwered, with another between himſelf and « K ee 

| twofold Reſolution of Faith into tbe DufFrine, anil into the Books. Stvtral 

| OljeTions anſwered from the Suppnſition of a Child bronght up without feht 

| of Scripture. Chrift no Ignoramus nor Taepoftor though the Church be not th. | 

fallible. T. C: « Blaſphemy in ſaying otherwiſe. The Teftimonies of Irenæus 

and St. Auguſtine examined and retorted. Of the nature of infallible Cer- 

tainty,, as to the Canon of Scripture 3 and whereon it Ir grounded. The Te- 
ſtimonies produced by his Lordſhip vindicated. Fa, 

* * 


5. 11 Yu begin this Chipter with as much confidence, as if yon had ſpoken 
nothing but Oracles iti the foregoing, Whether the Biſhop or you were 
more hardly pus to it, Tet any indifferent Reader judge: If he did, as you 
ſay, tread on the brink of a Circle ; we have made it appear, notwith{fan- 
ding all your Evaſions, that you are Teft in the middle of it. The reaſon 
of his falling on the unwritten Word, ix nut hi fear of looping to the 
Church, to ſhew it hits, and finally depend on her Authority; but to ſhew the 
unreaſonableneſs of your Proceedings, who talk much of an unwritten 
Word, and are not able to prove any ſuch tfling. If be will not believe any un- 
written I ord, but what ir ſbewn Bi deliver d by the Prophets and Apyſtles, I think 
he bath a great deal of reaſon for ſuch Incredulity, unleſs you could ſhew | 
him ſome aſſurance of any uawtiften Word, that did not come from the 
Apoſtles. Though he deſired not to read unwritten Mord in their Books, 
which is a wiſe Queſtion you ask; yet he reafonably requeſted ſome cer- 
tain evidence of what you pretend to be ſo, that he might not have ſo 
big a. Faith as to (walſow into his belief, that every thing which his Ad- 
verſary ſays is the uwwritter: Word, is ſo indeed. If it be not your deſire le 
ſhould, we have the greater hopes Of ſatisfaction from you; but ff you 
crave. the tndifferent. Reader's Patience, till he bear Reaſon 957 you; 1 am 
afraid his Patience will be tired before you come to ir. Bot, whatever it 
f . « ut! TN :: 
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Though your Diſcourſe concerning this'unwritten Word, be as the reſt 
are, very confuſed and immethodical, yet I conceive: the deſign · and ſub- 
| — of it lies in theſe particulars, as will appear in the examination of 
em. | 
| 1. That there is an unwritten Word, which muſt be believed by us, 
containing ſuch Doctrinal Traditions, as are warranted by the Church for 
Apoitolical. | * 
2. That the ground of believing this unwritten Word, is from the In- 
fülllbikty 6f the Church, which defines it to be ſo. 
3. That our belief of the Scriptures muſt be grounded on ſuch an un- 
written Word, which is warranted by the Church: Under each of theſe | 
I won examine faithfully what belongs to them in your indigeſted _ | 
| courſe. | e 
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- (ll an unmrittem Word, you muſt be ſure to derive its 
them. So that inſiſting of that point of time, When this was declared and 


* 
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ulſe of all moral means, it cannot reaſonably be ſup 
five Chriſtians ſhould imberzle theſe Authentick'Regords, and ſubſtitute 


> 


Cane, VEG Tedd Tali. 7 


"The firſt of thele is taken from your own words 3 Where you tell us, 
Ibat dur Enſurauter ia the mi Principle 


of Faith concerning the Scripturts p. 66. ch · 


betng the Word of God, is Apoſtolical Tradition ; and well may it be. ſo, for ſuch 5: u. *- 


Tradition declared by the Church, is the unwritten Word of God. And you af- 
ter tell Us, Thi. &very Doctrise, which e Perſon may pleaſe to call 
Tradition, + is mot therefore tv be received. as God's unmritten Word, but ſuch 
DoGrinal Traditions only, os are wirreamed to we by the Church for truly Apo- 


ſolival, which are conſequently God't unwritten Word, So that theſe three 


things are heceſſary ingredients of this unwritten, Word. 1. That it muſt be 
originally Apoſtolical, and not only fo, but it muſt be of Divine Revelation 
tothe ApoiHles too. For other wiſe it cannot be God's Mord at all, and there- 
fore not his anwritten Word, I quatrel not at all with you for ſpeaking of 
an #written lord, if you could ptove it - forit is evident to me, that 
God's Word is no more ſo, by being written x | 7. that if it were not 


ſo: For the writing adds no Authority to the Word, but only is a more cer- 
tain means of conveying it to us. It is therefore God'sWord,as it proceeds from 


him; and that which is now his written Word, was once his untritten Mord: 
But however, hatever is God's Word, muſt come from him, and ſince you 
derive the ſource of the uumritien Word from the whatever you 


igree down from 


owned for an wrwritten Mord, you mult be able to ſhew, that it came 
from the Apoſtles, otherwiſe it cannot be owned as an Apoſtolical Tradition. 
2. That what you call an wwwritten Word, muſt be ( DoF#rinal ; 
ſo you call the your ſelf Da&#rinal Traditions, 3. e. ſuch as contain in them 
ſomewhat dogmatical or neceſſary to be believed by us: And thence it 
was, this Controverfie roſe from the Diſpute concerning the ſufficiency 
of the Scriptures, as a Rule f Fazth, Whether that contained all God's 
Word, or all matters to be believed or no; or, 'Whethet there were not 
ſome Odjects ot Faith, which were never written, but conveyed by Tra- 
dition? That what is thus Do&rinal, muſt be declared by the Church to 
be an Apoitolical Tradition ʒ which you in terms affert 
According then to theſe Rules we come to examine the Evidences by 
you produced for ſuch an wrivritten Word, For which, you firſt produce 
ſeveral Inſtances out of St. Auſtin, of ſuch things which were in his time judg- 
ed to be ſuch, i. e. Doctrinal Traditions derived from the Apoſiles, and bave 
ever fence been conſtrued and eſteemed ſuob in the whole Church of The 


$. 2. 


firſt you inſtance in, is that we now treat of, That Scripture it the Word of c. ey fund. 
God, for which you propoſe the known place wherein he affirms he ſhould c. 5- 


not belive the Goſpel, hut for the Authority f "the Church moving bim thereto. 


But this proves nothing to your purpoſe, unleſs you make it appear, that 


the Authority of the Church could not move him to believe the Goſpel, unleſs 
that Authority be ſuppoſed to be an unmriten Word, For, I will ſuppoſe, 
that St. Au tin, or any other rational Man might be fafficiently induced to 
believe the Goſpel, on the acconnt of. the Churches Authority, not as deli- 
vering any Doctrinul Tradition in the nature of an unwritten Word, but as 
atteſting that Dniverſal Tradition, which bad been among all Chriitians 
concerning it. Which univerſal Tradition is nothing elſe but àa convey- 
ing down to us the judgment of Senſe and Reaſon in the preſent caſe. For 
the Primitive Chriſtians being beſt able to judge 
Writings came from the Apoffles, not by any unwritten Word, but by the 
poſed, that the ſucceſ- 


others 


as to what Authentick 


** | OY 3 " KF "4 


> cha. 


158 f tube Infallibility of Tradition. PART I. 


Ibid. 


Tom. 2. ep. 
114. 


others in the place of them. When therefore Manithgz: pretended the 
Authenticalnels of ſome other Writings, beſides thoſe then owned by the 
Church, · St. Auſtin did no more than any reaſonable Man would db in the 


like caſe; vis, appeal to the Uriverſal Tradition of the Catbolick Church , 


upon the account of which, be ſays, He was induced to believe the Goſpel 


Ir ſelf, i. e. not fo much the Dofrine, as the Books containing it. But of 
this more largely elſewhere. I can hardly excuſe you from a Falſification 
of St. Auſtins meaning, in the enſuing words, which you thus render: F 


any clear Teftimony were brought out of Scripture againft the Church, he would 


neither believe the Scripture, nor the Church z Whereas it appeats by the 


words cited in your own Margin, his meayjing is only this, 1f you can find, 
(faith he) ſomething very plain in the Goſpel concerning the Apoſtleſpip of Ma, 
nichzus, you will thereby weaken the Authority of thoſe C atholicks, who bid me, 
that I ſhould not believe ; whoſe Authority being weakned, neither can! 
believe the Goſpel, betauſe, through them, I believed it. Is here any thing like 
what you ſaid, or at leaſt would ſeem to have apprehended to be his 
meaning? Which is plainly this. F againſt the conſent of al thoſe Copies 
which the Catholick Chriſtians received, thoſe Copies ſhould be found truer, which 
have in them ſomething of the Apoſtleſhip;of Manichzus ; this muſt needs 
weaken much the Authority of the Catholick, (burcb in its Tradition, whom he 
adhered to againſt the Manichees z and their Authority being thus weakned, 
his Faith, as to the Scriptures delivered by them, muſt needs be much weakned 
too. To give yeu an Inſtance of a like nature; The Mahomet ans . Y 
that in the Scripture there was anciently expreſs mention of their Prophet 


Mabomet, but that the Chriſti aur, out of hatred of their Religion, have 


eraſed all thoſe places wttich fpake of him: Suppoſe now, a Chriftian 
ſhould ſay, If he ſhould find in the Goſpel expreſs mention of Mahomet's 
being a Prophet, it would much weaken the Authority of the whole 
Chriſtian Church ; which being ſo weakned, it muſt of neceſſity "weaken 
the Faith of all thoſe who have believed our prefent Copies Authentick, 
upon the account of the Chriſtian Churches Authority. Is not this plainly 
the caſe St. Auſtin ſpeaks of; and, Is it any more than any Man's Reaſon 
will tell him? Not that the Churches Authority is to be relied on as judi- 
cially or infallibly, but as rationally, delivering (ach an Univerſal Traditi- 
on to us. And, might not St. Auſtin, on the ſame reaſon, as well believe the 
A of the Apoftles as the Goſpel, when they were both equally delivered by 


the ſame univerſal Tradition? What you have gained then to your pur- 
bpoſe from theſe three Citations out of St. Auſtin, in your firſt Inſtance, I 
cannot eaſily imagine. 1 | 


Tour ſecond Tradition is, That the Father is not begotten of any other 
Perſon. St. Auſtin's words are, Sicut Patrem in illis libris nuſquam Ingenitun 
legimus, & tamen dicendum efſe defenditur. We never read in the Scriptures, 
that the Fat ber is unbegotten ; and yet it is defended, that we muſt ſay ſo. And 
had they not good reaſon with them toſay ſo, who believed that he was 


the Father by way of excluſion of ſuch a kind of Generation as the Eternal 


Son of God is ſuppoſed to have? But, Muſt this be an Inſtance of a Doctri- 
nal Tradition, containing ſome Obje# of Faith diſtinct from Scripture? 
Could any one, whoever believed the Doctrine of the Trinity as revealed in 
Scripture, believe or imagine any other; That though it be not in expteſs 
terms ſet down in Scripture, yet no one that hath any conceptions of the 
Father, but this is implied in them. If it be therefore a Tradition, becauſe 
it is not expreſly in Scripture, Why may not Trinity, Hypoſtaſis, Perſon, Con. 


ſubſtautialiiy, be all uwwritten Traditions as well as this? You will ſay, Be- 


cauſe, 


, 
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diſcourſe with this remarkable Expreſfion'; Although ps 
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cauſe; tho the words be not there, yet the ſenſe is: and I pray, take the 

ſave Anſwer for this, of rhe Fathers berg unbegettenmn. 

Your third is, Of the perpetual * of the Pirgin Mary ; This indeed, 

8. Auſtin faith is to be believed fit negra, but hie ſaith not, d und, but. 

Do you therefore make this a Bod Tradition, and an written Word? 

if you make it a do Tradition, you muſt ſhew us, whit Article "4 wen 

Eu h is contained in it. Fhat it was not looked on a9 an v He Word, will 

appear by the diſputations of thoſe Fathers, who unt moſt eagerly abont 

r. who make it theif defign to prove it our of Scriptzre.” Thoſe who did 

molt zealouſly appear againſt the Opinion of Helvidizs, were 8. Hierow, 

and 8. Ambroſe, ofthe Latin Church. S. Auſtin only mentions it in the places 

by you cited: Of'the Greek Church Epiphanius, and S. Bali And yet eve- 

one of theſe contends to have it proved out of Scriptute. S. Hitrom en- 

ters his diſpute agaioſt Helvidisr upon thoſe terms of 1 

coafuting him outof Scripture ; and towards the con- f Yb, aduerſun ms ue f = 

duſion of that diſcourſe, fee what a friend S. Hierom revineatur. Adve tl. Helv. pri. 

is to doftrinal Traditions. As, ſaith he, we deny not f — N 

the things which aro written, ſo we embrate not the tum Deum effe de Virgine ime * 

things which are not written. e believe the Incarna- . png N pf 1 

tw, breanſe.we read 183 we believe not the Marriage ff. To 2: p. 5. G. . 4d. P. 1933. 
Mary after her delivery, becauſe we read it not. S. „ ,". . - TR 

Are, * his Epiſite to 7 and Anyſtus, Ae in 

where he firſt mentions this Opinion, argues againſt e ner 

it wholly from the Teftizrony of Srripture ; and the unreaſonabſeneſs of the 

thing. To the ſame purpoſe Epiphanizs diſcourſeth of this fudject, whoſe 4. de ba. 

utmoſt Arguments are only probabilities z* Whether the Antidicomardani nr 

were the ſame with Helvidiass, as 8. Auſtin ſuppoſeth: Or, Whether they y Yager 

were the Diſciples of Apollinarius, who broached the fame Doctrine in the in 3. J. 

Eaſt, at the time Helvidizs did in the Weſt, as otliers ſuppoſe, is not mate- — _ 

rial to our purpoſe, but this latter ſeems to be the Opinion of Fpiphanizs - c. 6. 

Who in his Epiſtle, written in Confutation of that Opinion, chargeth the 

firſt Authors of it with great . of the Scripftires, and urgeth ma- a 2 
places to prove the perpetual Virginity of the Virgin Mary, and there- 7. J. 1038. 

fore did not look on it as an unwritten Word. S. Baſil in his diſcourſe 

concerning the Humane Generation of Chriſt, falls upon this Subject, and l. 25. 

goes about to prove it from the importance of is ©, which ( faith he) al- . 

tboug bit ſcems to ſpeak ſome circumſeription of time, yet it really denotes n 

Altem, an indefinite time, 4s in that, I will be withyou 2 

always to the end of the world. t he uſhers in this 41s; 3 & g wilt 76 ms ivd 

met noyw (uixer 8 Tas 

= be no hindrance to the Doctrine of Piety ; for till oy P - GT. yaſrate 

the Oeconomy of her delivery was accompliſhed, her wd * ieee ddl 

Virginity 8 but what Ag gen Fo "— . 

| | „ rale, dug Se Tn wi R- 

wards is rot pertinent to #his myſtery : however, be- n, 2 eine ven wv Gu, 

cauſe the ears of thoſe who love Chrift, will bardly enter- ii © mrs Pruvoun 7) med" 

tein this, that Mary ceaſed to be a Virgin, we ſuppoſe N , tnelvas iy We 

theſe proofs ſufficient for il. Judge then whether wagſelas dunigzes, Thid, 

St. Saſil did believe this to be à Doctrine of Faith, place. e e 

or an unwritten word. This Teſtimony Fronto Ducæus, is much trou- Ns. in Ra. 


* 


bled with, and would go about to prove this to be an Article of Faith, E _— ; 
from the Councils of Conſtantinople and the Lateran ; in the firſt of which 7. 1638. 
ſhe is only called 4% f . But doth that note it to be an Article of 

Faith? As for his evaſion of this Teſtimony, it is ſo impertinent, that 1 


ſhall 


* 


.. Of une Infallibility of Tradition. Part I 
(hall not repeat it, although he voucheth Yaſques teh the Author of it, 
it cannot be denied, but that after wards 8. 'Baf! prodoteth a Tradition 
for it concerning Zacbarys placing the Virgin Mary after het delivery, a. 
mong the Mrgins, for which be was ſlain of the Jews, + between the Tem- 

ple and the Altar. But, we may gueſs at the credit of this Tradition, by 
comment, What 8. Hierom ſaith of it, that it came ex Apocryphorum ſommmiir, and! 
in Matth. withal, gives a ſufficient laſh at all Traditions, by reaſon of this, in the 
23 B. next words. Hoc quia de Seripturis non habet au@oritatem, eddei facilits 
conte mnitur, qul probatur. Ii hich having no Authority ſtom the Scriptures 
it 3s as eaſily contemned as produced. And think you not then, that S. Hi. 
erom was a great friend to your dodrinal Traditions; and 'unwritten 
Word? But, @ſay you ſtill, The Virginity of Mary muſt be an Article of 
Faith, becauſe, thoſe who denied it are called Hereticks 5 and S. Auguſtine 
calls Helvidius his Opinion, blaſphemy. But, though Helvidius be. liſted: 
among the Hereticks, yet, I ſuppoſe, you will not ſay that all who are 
liſted in thoſe Catalogues are defined to be Hereticks by the Catholick Church ? 
It is very apparent, that any one who ſeemed to broach any new fancies, 
Ubi ſupra. and thereby diſturbed the Churches Peace, were called Hereticks by them. 
And Vaſquez confeſſeth that Aquinas calls it an Error, and not ah Hereſe 
in Helvidizs. If it were ſo, he was not the firſt Author of it; for, Ter. 
15 3. f. Tho. ſullian is not only cited by Helvidius for it, and S. Hierom Caſts away his 
bon. a. 9. Teſtimony, as of a Man out of the Church, but Vaſquez confeſſeth he de- 


28, ar 
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4 * livers it ſo often, that Pamelizs could make no antidote for thoſe places“ 
One would therefore think, that one ſo near the Apoſtles as Tertullian was, 


might eaſily have learned ſuch a Tradition, and fo great a friend to Vir- 
ginity as he was (while a Montaniſt) ſhould not have been apt to believe 
the contrary, That which was accounted Blaſphemy in Helvidius, 
the raſhneſs of his aſſertion, which ſeemed diſhonourable to the Bleſed 


Irgin, and not as though he did thereby overthrow any Article of Faith, 


For the other part of your Tradition, that ſhe was a Virgin in the Birth 
of Chriſt, you will find it a greater difficulty to make it out to have been 


believed as a Tradition, much leſs as an unwritten Word. For not only. 


Tertullian, but Ignatius, Ireneus, Origen, Epiphanius, Ambroſe, Theophy- 
la# oppoſe you in it; and judge you then, whether this were owned 
as a conſtant Tradition or no. But it is not worth while to infiſt upon 
it | | - | 
„ 44 our fourth Inſtance is, concerning the Rebaptization of Hereticks. 
| Concerning which, two things are to be conſidered, The Cuſtom it ſelf, and 
the Right and Law on which that Cuſtom, was grounded. In the places by 
you cited out of S. Auſtin, it is plain, he ſpeaks of the Cuſtom, and Pra- 


Centra Do- tice of the Church, which (ſaith he) did not uſe the [teration of Baptiſm, 


natiſt. l. 2 which Cuſtom,” he believed, did come from Apoſtolical Tradition; as many 
*7' other things which are not found in the writings of the Apoſiles, nor in follow- 
ing Councils, yet becauſe they are obſerved by the Univerſal Church, are be- 
lieved to be delivered, and commended by them. To the ſame pur poſe is 
the other Teſtimony. But what is this to do@rinal Traditions, concerning 
matters of Faith? That there were many Eccleſcaſtical ons obſerved 1n 
the Church as Apoſtolical Traditions, I deny not, but that is not our pre- 
ſent Queſtion. If you therefore enquire into that which is only do@rinal 
in this caſe concerning the right and lawfulneſs of Practice in this caſe, 


that he fixeth wholly upon the Scriptures. The Practice of the Church in 


admitting Hereticks without baptizing chem again, might be known by 
Tradition, but whether the Church did well or ill in it, 3 
. Auſtin's 
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: matter in d e from them, ad would have all by the Balance of the non bapt i- 
| have had lawful Baptiſm already, 


of DoGrinal and Apoſtolical Tradition:; and th 


aud obtrude many. It is well yet his Lordſhip mee 
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8. Aaftin's own tion derermimed out of Srripture. And in thut kater 
place by you cited, there is oo ſuch 3 word, 
or that the Apoſtles bad left any command that Hereticks ſnould not be by ou: 
again. Nikhil quidem exinde prevepernnt Apoſtoli, ate his own gelioprijers 
words: thete being then neither written nor unwritten Mord for it, 8. Ala. cert oy 
lin takes the likelieſt courſe he could think of, which was, from the —_ 
ſom of the church, to judge moſt probably what was moſt agreeable to the tiſt.cap. 6 
les minds. But ſtill, when he comes to urge moſt home againſt the 2 f 
Donatiſts, he makes his recourſe to the Scriptures. And oſſers to prove the 22 


ut um 


ari an re- | 


ſhould be rebaptized. $0 that we ſee, 8. 4. 1 — 


geſtine did not himſelf think it a (ufficieat proof of Apoſtolical Tradition, fell et; 
chat it was a Cuſtom of the Church, unleſs he did likewiſe produce certain $- pot 

evidence out of Seripture for the confirmation of it. Wein then will rens ad il- 
your fourth Inſtance prove what it was on tor. leaf — 


nicam, abi 
3 ſed ex divink aufforitate rerum moments penſantur, ene nempe in 
Scripturis. I. 2. c. 14. Huc accedit quia bene perſpectis ex utroque latere diſputationis r ationibus, ( Scripturarum Te- 
le poteſt etiam dici, uf TS OG! Deer. ty CON vid. — n 3. c. 4. 1e r. rs. c. 23. ei 26, 


Lord. And expreſly faith, It is againſt the Lords command, that thoſe Who 


Your fifth concerning Infants Baptiſm, you ft given us derafion to 
conſider largely already; your ſixth depends upon that; your ſeventh'is 
only a rite of the Church. To your eighth I anſwer, The” the Tradition 


of the Church be a great confirmation of the Apoſtolical Practice in obſerva- 


tion of the Lords day, yet that very Practice, and the ground of it, are 
ſuffciently deduced from Scripture. Among all theſg;Iriſtances therefore, 
we are yet to ſeek for ſuch a doFrinal Tradition, as makes an written | 
Word. Bat, methinks an Author, who would ſeem ſo much verſed in 8. Aa- 
geſtine, might, among all theſe Inſtances, have found out one more, which 
would have looked more like a doFrinal Tradition, than moſt of theſe, 
which is, the weceſſity of the Exchariſt to baptized Infant: The places ate 
ſo many, and ſo expreſs in him concerning it, that it would be a need- 
leſs task to produce them. I ſhall only therefore refer you to your Eſpen- Efenc. de 
ch, who hath made ſome collection of them. When you have viewed —_— | 
them, I pray bethink your ſelf of ſome convenient Anſwer to them, which 3c. 1x. 
eiter muſt be by afferting, that S. Auguſtine might be deceived. w judging 
what purpoſ e are your 
eight Inſtances out of him > Or elſe that might counted ati Apoſtolical 
Tradition in one age, which may not in another; and then, ſince, accotd- 
ing to your judgment, the preſent Charch' is infallible in very age, that * 
irfallibly an Apoſtolical Tradition in one age, which infallibly is #ot ſo 
another. Which leaves us in a greater diſpute than ever, what theſe h- 
folical Traditions are, when the ur ere ages doth fo muy; differ 
concerning them. 

After you have, in your ways 4 ae pted to reſuch — 2 5.3. 
arge againſt his Lor pig, 


or doctrinal Traditions, you fall upon a hig c 

and not without a ſevere reflection on — an theſe words. us 
cannot enter 
bedr bis huntonr, 


ſo natural to Proteſtants to build upon rounds, that they 
4 Queſtion, without ſuppoſing 4 falſhood 3 5 bi Lerd ſip bete 

vv | worſe entet- P. 68. 
tainment than ali Proteſtants do: Tou thin a Tra 9 UV bititd up- 
on falſe grounds, becauſe not ſapri bam Haas and cht cr) fifll ſuppoſe 


alſhoods, becauſe they ſuppoſe v0 fallible, whether ſhe — 
es 
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takes to' explain written, or define unwritten Words; But, whether his 
Lord ſhip feeds his humour in obtruding falſhoods, or you yours in calum- 
niating, will appear upon examination. Lon, ſay, He males Bellarmine, 
and all Catholick Doftors, maintain, that whatever they pleaſe to vall Tradition, 


muſt preſently be received by all as God's unwritten Word. Upon which yon 


go about to vindicate Hellarmine, by repeating his diſtinctions concerni 
Traditions, viz.«That ſome are Divine, others 2 and others Erche. 
fraſtical, and that ſome belong to Faith, others to Manners. But all this doth 
not ſerve your turn. For 1. His Lordſhip doth not deny, that Bellarmine 


uſeth theſe diſtinctions, but reduceth all theſe ſeveral Traditions under the 


ſame common title de Verbo Dei non ſcriptoz and that his deſign therein, 
is to impole upon unwary Readers, that all the Traditions mentioned by 
him, are God's unwritten Nord. Upon which, his Lordſhip had good 


reaſon to go about to undeceive them, and to make it appear ſo evidently + 


as he hath done, that Tradition, and God's unwritten Word, are not con- 
vertible terms; both becauſe there may be juſtly ſuppoſed to have been 
many unwritten Words, which were never delivered over to the Church, 
and that there are many things which go for Traditions in your Church, 
which have no (ſhadow of pretence from an anwritten Word. 2. There 
may be yet further cunning in all this; for although Bellarmine and you 
diſtinguiſh of Traditions, Divine, Apoſtolical and Eccleſiaſtical; yet when 
you come to put the difference between theſe, I ſuppoſe you would not 
leave it to every particular perſon, to judge which of thele Traditions is of 
theſe ſeveral natures, but the Church muſt be judge of them. So that a Tra- 
dition is Eccleſiaſtical, when your Church will have it ſo, that is, when it is 
diſuſed among you, as the three dippings in Paptiſm, the participation of Eu- 
chariſts by Infants, «&c. But when any Tradition is ſtill in ſe, by your 
Church, then your Churches Practice being in this caſe a ſufficient Definition 
as to all thoſe things ſo uſed by your Church, they muſt be accounted Ape 
ſtolical, if not Divine. 3. Of what kind or nature ſoever theſe Tradition: 
are ſuppoſed to be, whether Divine, .Apoſtolical, or Eccleſſaſtical, prove 

any ot them to contain any thing neceſſary for Faith and Salvation, and you 

will then come near an «written Word, Your Eccleſiaſtical Traditions 

diſcard your ſelf from being ſuch, inform us then what Divine and Apoſto- 

lical Traditions thoſe are which are founded on ſuch an unwritten Wore? 

Whether any of your Eccleſeaſtical Traditions contradict God's Word, or no, 

is not here a place to examine; we are now enquiring, whether there be 

any ſuch thing as an umpritten Word at all, which contains any matter ne- 

ceſſary for us to believe, or practiſe. The only pretence you have here 

for it, is, That we believe by Divine Faith, that Scripture is God's Word, and 

tha there is no other Word of God. to aſſure us of this Point, but the Tradition 
delivered to us by the Church, and that ſuch Tradition ſo delivered, muſt be the 

unwritten Word of God. How far we are to believe Scriptures to be the Word 

of God, with Divine Faith, will be throughly examined in its due time; 

and likewiſe how far any Word of God is neceſſary for the Foundation of 

this Faith: only I cannot here but take notice, what it is which makes a 

Tradition be the wewritten Word of God; and what becomes then of your 

former diſtinction concerning Traditions? for we ſee, that which makes 

them the Ward of God, is their being delivered by the Church ; ſo that Jet 

their Author, Nature, or Matter be what it will, according to this Princi- 

ple any Tradition being delivered by your Church, becomes an unwritten 

ord. So I come to the ſecond Propoſition, 


_ \F 


* 
"In 


e SS S=S =» ws. owe 2» wow. 


SS ag any 


2. D 


— 
png 


= 


bu 
thi 
de 
ve, 


- 
- 


: 


2 
* 


. 


5 


N 


"SS ALAN e e 


D ©& 2 2 I 
S 8 7, 


„ 


3 J 8 A FK 8.8 


Z 


\ 
PS 
hg 


— 2 
N 


ne- 


— | _— . 
"Bas 1 


- 
* 


L — . — 


r 


— 


— TT 
Of the Hadi of 


— —_ 


———— 
or, 
- 2 1 


** +» er ee ets oo 
CY 
4 y = 


C 
* 


* — ů : — 
Tradition 163 


2. That the ground of believing 4 any unwritten Word, is the [»fallibility af 


our Church defining i to be ſo. For you lay, 4s the Church was Infallible 
2. fling what was written, ſo is ſhe alſo Infallible in defining that was 
mot written. Aud ſo ſbe tithe neither tradefe naiftraditum ner can ſbe be 
unfaithful to God, in not faithfully keeping the Hepofitum committed to ber 
yruft : Neither cas her Sons ever juſtly accuſe he of the comtrary, but a bound 
to believe her Tradition, becauſe ſbe being Infalfible, "the Tradiion ſhe 
can never be againſt the Word of their Father. The ſuhſtance of all which, 
is that which I laid down as your Propoſition, That be ground 9 
any Tradition to be Apoſtolical, or any unwritfen Word, is your Churc 
bility in defining it to be ſo. Which being built on a Principle, 1Thavgal- 
925 manifeſted to be ſo fallacious and uncertain, I might without fur- 
ther trouble, quit my hands of it: But I ſhall, however, ſhew how incon- 
ſiſtent this js with the Rules of the Ancient, for diſcerning when Traditi- 
ont are Apoſtolical, and when not. The great Rule we meet with among 


the Ancients for judging Apoſtolical nn is that of Vincentias Liri- Com 
renſir, In ipſd item Catholic Eecle magnoperò curamdum eſt, ut id tenea-©* 


mu, quod ubique, quod ſemper, you ab omnibus creditum eſt: hoc eſt enim 
vere proprieque Catholicum. If this be a certain Rule to judge of Catholick 
and Apoſtolical Traditions by, viz. That which bath been held epery where, al- 
ways, and by all ; then the judgment of your Church 'canngh be the infal- 
lible definer of Apoſtolical Traditions, unleſs yon will ſuppoſe that your 
Church only can tell us, what was held every where, alway, and by all : 
And if your Church alone can infallibly getermine what Traditions are 
Apoſtolical, to what purpoſe ſhould We be put to ſuch a Mild. gooſe chaſe, 
to enquire Vuiverſality, Antiquity and Conſent in all things which pretend 
to be Traditions? But to any reaſonable Man, as to any thing which pre- 
tends to be a matter neceſſary to be believed or practiſed, which is not 
expreſly revealed in Scripturt; this Rule of Viucentius ſeems very juſt and 
equitable, that before we believe it neceſſargę; it be made appear, that it 
was univerſally believed by Chriſtiam to be fo, and that in all Ages. And 
I aiſure you, I am ſo far convinced of the reaſonableneſs of this Propoſal, 
that if you will make out any of theſe things controverted between us, 
ſuch as Inviorution of Saints, Worſhip of Images, Tranſubſtantiation, Adora 
tion of the Encharift, Purgatory, Iaflulgencer, the Pope's Supremacy, &c. by 
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theſe Rules, and make it appear ti e, chat theſe were held by all Chri- 


ſtian Churches, at all times, or have Antiquity] Miverſality, and Conſent ; 1 
ſhall be very inclinable to embrace what your Che would impole upon 
me. But when 1 know how impoſſible a task this is, I do not at all won- 
der that you ſhould quit this formerly —— of Vintentius, and 
reſolve all into the Infallibility of the preſent 

how far you are from the judgmerit of Ain, as to this very point of 
the tryal of do & rinul Traditions fince yon ban ſee no ſecurity any where 
but in your ſelves, and your Chtrches Jefalltbilig' 1 will therefore reduce 
the Controverſie yet ſhorter: Prove hut this Infalibility of your Church in 
defining the written and underwritten Word by theſe Rules of Vincentius, Vni- 
verſality, Antiquity and Conſent, and I will yield you. all the reſt. But what 
unreaſonable Men are you, if you muſt be Parties and Judges too; or if 


we muſt believe an unmritten Mord, becauſe your Church is Infallible; and 


oh. But hereby We lee, | 


believe your Church Iufallible, becauſe that is an wawrittes Word? And 


the Records of the Primitive Church,zand you find nothing at all of it. We 
fee plainly then;-you are reſolved to ern by none but your ſelves, 15 
| * ; 2 | | ' 0 
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well may you call it ſo ; for, ſearch the whole Book af Scriptures, and all 
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ſo you are Catholicks, becauſe you (ay, You are (o ; and, your Church Infal- as 
lible, becauſe (he'pretends to be fo. | a [ai 

8. 7. 3. That our belief of the Scriptures muſt be reſolved into an unwritte# Wor M 
which in defined by your Church to be ſuch; This is that, for whoſe ſake all $a 

your other diſcourſe is brought in, and is the main thing td the purpoſe, vi 
Although you pretend likewiſe to a power in your Church, to declare th 

what Chriſt ſaid when he held his peace. (But, are you ſure your Church will W. 

be infallible in that too? ) For when his Lordſhip had ſaid, That where-ever pr 

Chriſt held bis peace, and that his words are not regiſtred, no Man may din; D 

P. 68. without raſhneſs, to ſay, They were theſe or theſe : You very gravely add, That rit 
his Lordſhip, muſt give you leave to tell bim, you muſt bind up his whole aſſertion fo 

with this Proviſo, but according as the Church ſhall declare. Your Church ne 

then muſt declare when Chriſt held his peace, and when he did not; when is, 

he ſpake ſo, that others might hrar him, and when he did not; when any W. 

thing was taken notice of that he ſaid, and when not. But when it is ap. pts 
parent Chriſt both ſpake, and did much more than ever was written, how th 

well doth your Church acquit her Office in being Chriſt's Remembrancer ? D 

And therefore I believe your Church will be guilty of the ſame raſhneſs th 

with any private Perſon in St. Auguitine's Opinion, In offering to deter. Te 

mine what Cbriſt ſaid when either he held his peace, or his words are not th 

p. 69. regiſtred. As for thoſe things which you mention for Traditions, nn . de 
contrary to God's written Word, which yet are not an unwritten Ward, yc 

fach as the Ceremonies of Baptiſm by you mentioned, they are there- fo 

fore not pertinent to our purpoſe, becauſe they are only Rites and Ceremo- * w] 

nies, and our diſcourſe is about Do&rinal Traditions ; neither yet if I would By 

ſpend time in the enquiry, could you derive them from Apoſtolical Tradi- ha 

tion, notwithſtanding what either you, or Bel/armine (ay. But the (ub- T 
{tance of all you have to ſay, pertinentto your purpoſe, is, That though eve- fre 

ry Tradition be not God's unwritten Word, yet it being neceſſary for ws to le- Bu 

lieve the Scripture to be the Word of God, we muſt believe it either for ſome th 

word written or unwritten, or we ſhall” have no Divine Faith at all of the 
Point, becanſe all Divine Faith muſt rely * ſome Mord of God. This be. di 

ing a great novelty with you, that is, ſomething like Argumentation, it ed 
obliges me to take a little more paxticular notice of it. Any one that con- pr 

ſiders the force of this Argument, will find, that it lies wholly vpon your be 
notion of Divine Faith: For it appearing unreaſonable to you, that our be- ſp! 

lief that the Scripture is the Word, ſhould be reſolved into the written ſo 
Word it ſelf 3 therefore. you find out an a»writter Word of God for a Di- ac 

vine Faith to fix it ſelf upon, which can be nothing but ſome Word of God. wi 

To this therefore I anſwer, that when you ſay, It is neceſſary we muſt be- for 

lieve the Scriptures to be the Word of God with Divine Faith, this Divins $4 
Faith muſt be taken in one of theſe three ſenſes ; either firſt, that Faith an 
may be (aid to be Divine, which hath a Divize Revelation for its Material an 
OtjeF, as, that Faith may be ſaid tobe a Humane Faith, which is conver- or 
| | fant about natural cauſes, and the effects of them: And in this ſenſe it can- thi 
| not but be a Divine Faith, which is converſant about the Scripture, be- ſhe 
| cauſe it is a Divine Revelation Or, Secondly, a Faith may be ſaid to be Di- pre 
vine, in regard of its Teſtimony, or Formal Object; and ſo that is called a wo 
Divine Faith, which is built on a Divine Teſtimony, and that a Humane Faith the 


which is built on a Humane Teſtimony : Thus I aſſert, all that Faith which 
reſpects particular Ohjjec of Faith, ſuppoſing the belief of the Scriptures, is 
in this ſenſe Divine, becauſe it is built on a properly Divine Teitimony ; but 


the Queſtion is, Whether that Ac of Faith which hath the whole Scripture 
as 
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as its Material Obje@, be in that ſenſe Divine or no. Thirdly, Faith may be 
{aid to be Divine,” in regard of the Divine Effect it hath upon the Soul of 
Man; as it is (aid in Scripture, to puriſie the Heart, overcome the World, reſiſt 
Satan, and his Temptations, receive Chrit, &c. And this is properly a Di- 
vine Faith ; and there is no queſtion, but every Chriſtian ought to have 
this Divine Faithin his Soul, without which the other ſorts of Divine Faith 
will never bring Men to Heaven. But it is apparent, that all who heartily 
profels to believe the Scriptures to be the Word 2 God, have not this - ſort of 
Divine Faith, though they have ſo firm an aſſent to the Truth and Autho- 
rity of it, that they durſt lay down their Lives fit. The 4ſent there- 
fore, we (ee, may be firm, where the effects are n aving: The Queſtion 
now is, Whether this may be called a Divine Faith in the ſecond ſenſe, that 
is, Whether it mult be built on a Teſtimu Iafallible? For clearing wbich, 
we muſt further conſider the meaning of this Queſtion; How we know Seri. 
pture to be Scripture « Which may import ogy, How we know that all 
theſe Books contain God's Hand in tha? Ot, Secondly, How we know the 
Doctrine contdined in theſe Boobs to be Dini "It you then ask me, Whe- 
ther it be neceſſary that I believe with ſackta® Faith as is built on Divine 
Teitimony, that theſe Books called the Mare, contain the Principles of 
the Jcwiſb and Chriſtian Religion in them” (which we call God's Mord) 1 


deny it, and ſhall do ſo, till you ſhew me ſome further neceſſity of it than 


you have done yet ; and my reaſon is, becauſe I may have ſufficient ground 
for (ach an Aſent, without any Divine Teſtimony, But if you ask me, On 
what ground I believe the Doctrine to be Divine, which is contained in theſe 
Books z I then anſwer affirmatively, - On a Divine Teſtimony z becauſe God 
hath given abundant evidence, that this Doctrine was of Divine Revelation. 
Thus you ſee, What little reaſon you have to triumph in your Argument 
om Divine Faith, inferring the neceſſity of an anwritten Wofd"of God. 
But, the further explication of theſe things muſt be reſerved, till I come to 
the poſitive part of our Way of Reſolution of Falib. I now return. 
Having, after your way (that is, very unſatisfactorily) attempted the vin- 
dicating you Reſolution of Faith, from the Objections which were offer- 
ed againſt it by his Lordſhip ; you come now to conſider the ſecond way 


propounded by him for the reſolving Faith, which is, That Scripture ſhonld P. 69. n. 


§. 8. 


be fully and ſufficiently known, as by Divine and Infallible Teſtimony, by the re- 2 


ſplendency of that Light which it bath in it ſelf only, and by the witneſs it can 
Jo give to it ſelf againſt which he gives ſuch evident Reaſons, that you 
acknowledge the Relator himſelf hath ſufficiently confuted it; and you agree 


with him in the Confutation. Yet herein you grow very angry with him, F. 69. n. 3. 


for ſaying, 'That this Doctrine may agree well enough with pour grounds, in re- 
gard you hold, that Tradition may be known for God's Word by its own Light, 
and conſequently the like may be ſaid of Scripture. This you call aſperſeng you, 
and obtruding Falſhoods upon q.. Whether it be ſo or no, muſt appear up- 
on examination. Two Teſtimonies are cited from A. C. to this purpole, 
the firſt is, Tradition of the Church is of a Company, which by its own Light, 
ſhews it ſelf to be 2 aſſiſted. Your Anſwer is, That the word [ which] muſt 
properly relate to the preceeding word Company, and not to the more remote 
word Tradition. But what of all this? Doth any thing the leſs follow, which 
the Biſhop charged A. C. with? For it being granted by you, That there can 
be no knowing an Apoſtolical Tradition, but for the Infallibility of the preſent 
Church ; the ſame Light which diſcovers the Infallibility of that Company, 
doth likewiſe diſcover the Truth of Tradition. If therefore your Church 
doth appearinfallible by its own Light, which is your own confeſſion, May 
not 


. — 
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Holy Ghoſt, and not much more the Holy Seriptare to be Divine? Eſpecially 
ſeeing you muſt at faſt be forced to derive this Þrfalibility from the Seri. 


appear by its om Light, that there was ſuch a Promiſe? And how can 
that, unleſs it antecedently appeat by its own Light, that the Scripture, in 
which the Promiſe is written, is the Word of God? You tell us, A.C.'s in. 
P.70. tention is only to affirm. That the Church is knbwn by her Motives of Credibility, 
which ever accompany her, and . her own Light, How 
well you are acquainted with A. Ces intentiôn, 1 know not, neither is it 
much matter : For, granting thisto. have been his intention, may not the 
Soripture be known by ber Morſdeg e N as well as the Church 2- And 
do not theſe accompany her, as i; as the Church? And may they not be 
called her Light, as properly as thoſèe Of the Church? It is plain then, by all 
the ſenſes and meanings you can find out, in the very ſame, that you ſay the 
Church may be known by her own” Light, the Scripture may much more; and 
therefore you have no reaſon to quarrel with his Lordſhip for affirming it. 
The ſecond Teſtimony produced, is, That A Tradition ay be known to be 
fach by the Light it hath in it ſelf ; in which (you ſay) infor not one word 


of Tradition being known by its own Light. But, who are Jo blind as thoſe 
who willmot ſee Þ Tpray, what difference is there between a Tradition 
being khown to be ſich by its own Light, and a Tradition being known by its 
own Tight 2 Yes, lay you, knownto be ſuch, implies, that is,” to be God's un- 
written Word, but are not Doctrinal Traditions aud an unwritten Word, A 
with you the ſame thing? Can therefore a Tradition be known to be an un- 
written Word by its own Light,” and not be known to be a"Tradifor by its | 
own Lig? Nay, How can it poſſibly be known to be an unmritten 
Word, unleſs it firſt appears to be a Tradition? For Tradition containing un- 
der it both thoſe that are unwritten Words, and thoſe that are not; it muſt, in 
order of nature, be known to be a Tradition, before it can be kzown to be 
the other: As l muſt firſt know you to be a Boing Creature, before I can 
know you tobe a reaſonable (reume; and, I may much ſooner know the one 
than the other. You do therefore very well when you have given us ſuch 
occafion tor ſport, to give s leave tolaugh at it, as you do in your next words. 
& 9. But before you leave this Point, you have ſome graver matter to take 
notice of, which is, that you deſire the Reader to conſider what the Re- 
lator grants, vr. That the Church nom ad mi of 8t. James and St. Judes 
Epiſtles, and the alypſe, which were not received for diverſe Tears, after 
the rent vf the New Teffament. From which you wiſely infer, That if ſome 
Books are now 'to be admitted for Canonical which were not always acknow- 
ledged to be ſuch, then upon the ſame Authority ſome Books may now be re- 
ceived into the Canon, which were not ſo in Ruffinus hi time. And therefore 
the Biſhop doth elſewhere unjuſtly charge the Church of Rome, that it had 
erred in receiving more Books into the Canon, than were received in Ruffinus 
his time. To which I Anſwer, 1. By your own confeſſion then, the 
Chnrch of Rome doth now receive into the Canon more Books than ſhe did 
in Nuſſiuns his time ; 'from whence I enquire, whether the preſent 2 
5 4 0 
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of Ro me were Infallibie in Raſfinus his time in determining the Canon of the 
Scripture f If not, then the preſent Church is no Infallible propounder of 
the Word of God, and then all your diſcourſe comes to nothing. If ſhe were 
Infallible then, ſhe cannot be now, for now ſhe determines otherwiſe as to 


2 main point of Faith than ſhe did then; unleſs you will ſay, your Church 
can be Infallibie in determining both parts of a contradiction to be true. 


3. Is the integrity of the Canon of Scripture an Apoſtolical Tradition, or no ? 
I doubt not, but you will ſay, It is; it ſo, Whether were theſe Books 
which you admit now and were not admitted then, | known to be of the Ca- 
non by this Apoſtolical Tradition? If not, by what right come they now to be 
of the Canon? If ſo, then was not your Churchiim Ruffi nuss time, much to 
ſeek for her Infalibility, in defining what was Apoſtolical Tradition, and 
what not? 3. Your main principle on which the lau fulneſs of adding more 
Books to the Canon of the Scripture is built, is, That it is in the power of your 
Church judicially and authoritatively to determine what Books belang to the Ca- 
non of the Scripture, and-what not, which I utterly deny. For it is impoſſi. 
ble that your Church, or any in the world, can by any definition make that 
Book to be Divine, which was not ſo before ſuch a definition: For the Di- 
vinity of the Book doth meerly ariſe from Divine Revelation. Can your 
Church then make that to be a Divine Revelation, which was not ſo? All 
that any Church in the world can do in this caſe, is, not to conſtitute any 
new Canon, which were to make Books Divine which were not ſo, but to 
uſe its utmoſt diligence and care in ſearching into the authenticalneſs of 
thoſe Copies which have any pretence to be of the Canon, and whether they 
did originally proceed from ſuch perſons, as we have reaſon to believe had 
an immediate aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt ; and according to the evidence 
they find that the Church may declare and give in her verdict. For the Church 
in this caſe is but a Jury of grand Inqueſt to ſearch into matters of F4F, and not 
1 Judge upon the Bench to determine in point of Law. And that is the true 
reaſon, why the Boah of the New Teftament were gradually received into 
the Canon, and ſome a great while after others, as St. James, St. Jude, the 
Epiſtle to the Hebrews, and the Apocalypſe 3 becauſe at firſt, the Copies be- 
ing not ſo publiekly diſperſed, there was not that occaſion miniſtred to the 
chrch for examination of them ; upon which, when by degrees they came 
to be more publick ĩt cauſed ſcruples in many concerning them, becauſe they 
appeared no ſooner: eſpecially if any paſſages in them ſeemed to gratifie any 
of the Se&s then appearing, as the Epiſtle to the Hebrews, the Nowatians ; 
and the Apocalypſe, the Millennary :: But when upon a through ſearch and 
examination of all circumſtances, it did appear that theſe Copies were au- 
tentical and did originally proceed from Divine Perſant; then they came to 
be admitted and owned for ſuch by the Univerſal Church, which we call be- 
ing admitted ito the Canon of the Scripture, Which Ftake to be the only true 
and juſt account of that which is called the conſtituting the Canon of Scri- 
pture, not as tho' either the Apoſties met to do it, or St. John intended any 
ſuch thing by thoſe words in the end of #he Aporalypſe (for that Book being as 
much liable to que ſtion as any, how could that ſeal the Canon for all the reſt) 
much leſs, that it was in the power of any Church or Council, and leaſt of all 
of the Pope, to determine what was Canonical, and what not: but only that 
the Church upon examination and enquiry, did by her Univerſal reception of 
theſe Books, declare it ſelf ſatisfied with the evidence which was produced, 
that thoſe were true and authentick Copies which were abroad under ſuch 
names or titles, and that there was great reaſon to believe by a continued 
tradition from the age and time theſe Books were written in, that they 
| were 


— 


— — — — 


. 


1 


168 Of the Tnfalldiliy of Tradition. Part I 


. — 


§. 10. 
12 70, 71. 


diſcourſe is roving and uncertain. 2. That notwithſtanding his brags he enuſt hay 


way of diſcourſe, as ſignifies nothing in effe@# as to what he would drive at. No 


P. 71, 72. 


P.74.n. 12. peachment of folly and temerity in believing, whether Men do actually 


were written by ſuch perſons, who were nat only free from any delign of 
impoſture, but gave the greateſt Rational evidence, that they had « wo 
ſpecial and immediate aſſiſtance of God's Spirit. Nou ſee then, c hoy 
little ad vantage to your Cauſe you made his digreſſi as. 

As to the third way propounded for reſolving the Queſtion, How we know 
the Scriptures to be the Word of God, viz. by the teſti many of the Holy Ghoſt, 
three things you object againſt the Biſhop's. diſcourſe about it; Firſt,” that by 


recourſe to a private ſpirit himſelf. 3. That tho' the Biſhop would ſeem to deny #, 
divers eminent Proteitants do reſolve their Faith into the private ſpirit. This 
being the ſubſtance of what you ſay, I ſhall return a particular Anſwer 10 
each of them. For the firſt you tell us, He delivers bimfelf in ſuch ar 


that is ſtrange, when that which his Lordſhip drives at, is, to ſhew how far this 
opinion is to be allowed and how far not, which he is ſo far from roving in, 
t he clearly and diſtinctly propounds the flate of the queſtion and the re- 
ſolution of it : which in ſhort is this, I by the teſtimony of the ſpirit be meant an 
ſpecial revelation of a new olject of Faith, then he denies the truth of it at laſt in 
an ordinary way, both becauſe God never ſends as to look for ſuch a teſtimony, and 
becauſe it would expoſe Men to the danger of Enthuſiaſms : but if by the teftimony 
of the Spirit be meant the habit or the att of Divine infuſed Faith, by virtue of 
which they believe the object which appears credible, then he grants the truth but de- 
nies the pertinency of it, becauſe it is quite out of the ſtate of the queſtion, which 
inquires only after a ſaſficient means to make this object credible, againſt all in- 
ieve or 
not. And mit hal adds, that the queſtion is of ſuch outward: and evident meang, 
as other Men may tale notice of, as well as our ſelves. Judge you now, whether 
this may be called roving; if it be ſo, I can freely excuſe you from it in 
all the diſcourſes I have met with in your Book, who-abhorr nothing more 
than a true ſtating, and methodical handling any queſtion.” | 
But yet ( ſay you) the Biſhop cannot free himſelf from that imput ation of re- 
curring to the private ſpirit, againſt any that ſhowld preſs the buſineſs home. Sure 
you refer us here to {ome one elſe who is able to preſs a buſineſs home, for 
you never attempt it your ſelf; and inſtead of that, only produce 2 large 
teſtimony out of A. C. That be did not acquit the Biſbop wholly of this. Whe- 
ther he did or no is to little purpoſe, and yet thoſe very words which his 
Lordſhip cites, are in your teſtimony produced out of him. Only what 


you add more from him, that he muſt be driven to it; that his Lordſbip 


denies, and neither AC. or you have been able to prove it. 

But tho the Biſhop ſeems not only to deny any ſuch private revelation himfelf, 
but will not confeſs that any Proteſtants hold it; yet (you ſay ) there can be no 
doubt in this, ſince Calvin and Whitaker do both expreſiy own it. But accord- 
ing to thoſe principles laid down before, both theſe teſtimonies are cafily 
anſwered. For, 1. Neither of them doth imply any private revelation of 
any nem alject, but only a particulut application of the evidence appearing in 
Scripture to the conſcĩence of every believer. 2, That theſe teſtimonies do not 
ſpeak of the external evidence which others are capable of, but of the internal 


infting. l. latisfaction of every ones conſcience. Therefore Calvin ſaith, Si conſcientiu 
1. c. j. et. optimè conſultum volumns, &. Wwe will ſatisſie our own conſciences; not, If 
4. 


we will undertake to give a/ſufficient reaſon to others of our Faith. So Whi- 


Controv, de taker, Eſſe enim dici mus certius & illuſtriaus teftimoninm quo nobis per ſuadeatur 
* 3. Hor libros eſſe ſacros, &c. There is a more certain and noble teſtimony by which 


we may be perſwaded that theſe Books are ſacred, vis. that of the —_— 
3. Neither 


2 een gr 2 


Chap. VI. Of the Infallibility bf Tradition, = 
z. Neitfur of theſe teſtimonies affirm any more, than the more judicious 
Writers among your ſelves do. Your Canis aſſerts the neceſſity of an initernal 
efficient cauſe, by ſpecial Aft ance of the ſpirit moving us to believe, beſide awd be- 
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all bumane authorities and motives, which of them- 1ftaturnduin oft aut brit @eembuin cn an 


ſelves are not ſufficient to beget Faith, and this ö (Ahitle af- del aden amnnia illa predife, froe alia 
ter) be calls, Divinuw quoddam lumem intitans ad cre- f Abit ah eo qui # propenc fidem, 
dendum, A divine light moving ws to believe ; and again, ones of [uſfcjentes cauſe 


credendum ut 

Interivs lumen infuſum 2 Spirit Sanfta, an inivard light ba 2 ai — — 

infuſed by the Spirit of God. There is nothing in the ſiy. Ng 1 LOI 1 2 115. 

ings of the moſt rigid Proteſtants is more hard to e-. R 

plain or vindicate from a private revelation than this is: if, as you ſay, one 

would preſs it home. Nay hath not your on Stapleton, Caluin's very phraſe 

of the neceſſity of the ſecret teſtimony of the Spirit'that one 13 

believed the teſtimony and judgment of theChurch concern- Ho bos 500 We reli 
a 4 | e eſt, ut quis Eccleſiæ teſti- 

ing Scripture. ? And is there not then as much danger of mans ac — 1 

Enthuſiaſm in believing the Teſtimony of your Charch, r. credat. Triplicat. adverf. 

25in believing the8cripturee?Nay,doth not your G egr ß 

de Valenti rather go bigher than the teſtimonies by you produced out of Cal. 

vin and Whitaker on this very ſubject, in the beginning 3 ; 

of his diſcourſe of the reſolution of Faith ? It God bim. fn digen, arg nts Ne pn. 

ſelf, ſaith he, in the firſt place, which muſt convince and per- cram veram eſſe, voce revelations ſue, 8 


ſwade the minds of Men of the truth of the Chriſtian Do- 8 2 4 2 


Arine, and conſequently of the Sacred Scriptures by ſame in- ei n ſcriptura multis in lock eſt expreſ- 
ward inſtin and impulſe ; as it appears from Scripture it . REY Proſpero Aquit anico ex- 
ſelf,and is fully explained by Proſper. If you will then un- HN aher 
dertake to clear this inward i#nflia# and impulſe upon the minds of Men, 
whereby they are perſwaded of the truth of Chriſtianity. and Scripture, 

from Exthuſiaſm and a private ſpirit you may as eaſily do it for the utmoſt 

which is ſaid by Calvin, or Whitaker, or any other Proteſtant Divine. This 
therefore is only an argument of your deſire to cavil, and as ſuch I will 

paſs it over. For what concerns the influence which the Spirit hath in the 
reſolution of Faith, it will be enquired into afterwards. + * 

The loft way mentioned in order to the reſolution of Faith, is that of Rea- 5 17. 
ſon, which (his Lordſhip ſaith) cannot be denied to have ſome place to come in, P. 7a n. 13. 
and prove what it can. According to which (hetells us) no Man can be bin- 
dred from weighing the tradition of the Church, the inward motives in Scripture it 
ſelf, all teſtimonies within, which ſeem to bear witneſs to it; and in all this (faith N. 14. 
he) there is no harm : the danger is, when a Man will uſe no other ſcale but reaſon, 
or prefer reaſon before any other ſcale. Reaſon then, can give no ſuperttatural 
ground into which a Man may reſolve his Faith, that the Seripture is the word of 
God infallibly; yet Reaſon can go ſo high, as it can prove'that Chriſtian Religion, 
which reſts upon the authority of this Book, ſtands upon ſurer grounds of nature, 
reaſon, common equity, and juſtice, than any thing inthe world, which any Infidel, 
or meer naturaliſt, hath done, doth,'or can adhere unto, againſt it, in that which 
he makes, accounts, or aſſumes as Religion to himſelf. T his is the ſubſtance of 


his Lord ſhipꝰs diſcourſe about the uſe of Reaſon ; in which we obſerve, ' ' 


t. That he doth not make reaſo a means ſufficient to ground as Infal- 
lible belief, that Scripture is the word of God. And therefore you are guilty 
of notorious oſcitancy, or wilful calumny, in telling ns, That natural reu- 
ſon is introduced by the Biſhop for that end. By which we may gueſs at the p. 52. 1.5, 
truth of what you ſay at the end of your interlocutory diſcourſe between the , _ 
Biſhop and the Heathen, that you have not wronged him, by either falſfly im- P. 75.1. 3. 
poſeng on him, or diſſembling the force of ay arguments, wherein you are fo 
guilty, 
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guilty, that the only extenuation of your crime had been, nev@ to have 
profeſſed the contrary.” For you give us A hopeful Jpecimen of your fair 
dealings at your entrance on this ſubjec ge. „ TEN 
2. Though reaſon cannot give à ſupernatural ground whereby to reſolye 
Faith as to the Scriptures being God's Word Infalliblyz yet reaſon may 

abundantly prove to uy one who queſtions it, the trath Ne. 
of Chriſtian Religion. By which if you pleaſe, you may take notice 870 
double reſolution of Faith ;, the one is, into the truth and reaſonableneſt of the 
Doctrine of Chriſtianity conſidered in it ſelf; and the other is, into the 
Infallible means of the conveyance of. that Doctrine to us, which is the 
Scripture. When therefore his Lordſhip offers to deal with a Heathes, 
he doth not as you, either fillily or wilfully, would make him fay,'That be 
would prove infallibly to him, that the Bible is God's Word, but that Chriſti 
Religion hath ſo much the advantage above all others, as to make it ap- 
pear that it ſtands upon ſure grounds of nature, reaſon, common equity and 
. — than any thing in the world, which any one who queſtions it doth 
adhere unto. Which 1 think is a thing that no one, who underſtands 
Chriſtian Religion, would be afraid to undertake againſt any Infidel of 
what ſort or nature ſoever. Theſe things being premiſed, your grand 
piece of Sophiſtry in the diſpute between the Heathen and the Biſhop, * whom, 
you ſo ſolemnly introduce at a Conference about Religion, Yoth evidently 
F. 7. u. 5, diſcover itſelf. Wherein, you bring in your learned Heathen, as one deſiring 

ſatisfaTion in matter of Religion; but being not vers d in Chriſtian Princi- 

les, deſeres to be ſatisfied by the evidence of natural reaſon ; "which when the 

Bley bath condeſcended to; your very next thing ir, that your Heathen un- 

derftands by his Lordſbips Book, that the ſole foundation of our Faith js a Book 

called the Bible; which, ſaith be, you tell me muſt be believed Infallibly with 

every part and parcel in it, to be the undoubted Word of the true God, before 

I can believe any other point of Religion as it ought to be believed. As to 

which, your Heathen ſees no ground to aſſent that it is God's Word. But by this 

way of management of your diſpute, we may eaſily diſcern which way the 

iſſue of it is like to go. Doth / his Lordſhip any where undertake to prove this 

in the firſt place 22 to a Heathen, That the Bible muſt be Tnfallibly be- 

lieved to be God's Nord? No, he offers to prove, firſt, the eæcellency and the 

reaſonableneſs of the Chriſtian Religion conſidered it its ſelf. From whence 

you might eaſily conceive how the diſpute ought to be managed; ſhewing 

firſt that the precepts of Chriſtianity are highly juſt and reaſonable, the 

Promiſes of it ſuch as may induce any reaſonable Man to the praFice of thoſe 

Precept; and that the whole Doctrine is ſuch, as may appear to any conſi- 

derative perſon to have been very wiſely contrived: That there is nothing 

vain or impertinent in it, but that it is deſigned for great and excellent purpoſes, 

the bringing Men off from the love of fin to the love of God; that it is impol- 

fible to imagine any Doctrine to be contrived with more advantage for pro- 

moting theſe ends, becauſeit repreſents to us the higheſt expreſſions of the 

Kindneſs and Goodneſs of God toMan,and that thePromiſes made by God were 

confirm'd tothe world by the death of his only Son; That ſince Mens nature: 

are now ſo degenerate, God hath made a tender of Grace, and divine aſſiſtance, 

whereby to enable Men to perform the excellent duries of this Religion. 

That thoſe things which ſeem moſt hard to believe in this Doctrine, are not 

ſach things as might have been ſpared out of it (as though God did intend 

only to puzzle Mens reaſon with them) but they are ſuch »wyſteries, as it 

is impoſſible the wit of Man can conceive they ſhould have been diſco- 

vered upon better reaſons, or for more excellent end-; as, that a 20 

ou 
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Id: conceive by the immediate Fower of God, to bring him into the World, 


who ſhould be the Salou of itiʒ That there ſbonid be a Re) n of Bodies, 
in order to a compleat felicity of them who obey this | 
others af a like nature: That ſuppoſing it poſũble ſuch things ſnotild be, it 


rine'; and ſo for 


is impoſſible to conceive they ſhould be done upon Caen ey 'or for 
better purpoſes than they are in Chriſtian Nelliglon. This beltip'now's ſhort 
Draxght or Ideaof Chrifizanity; is the firſt thing which I ſuppoſe any learned 


Auel ſhould be acquainted wich; if he finds 
fault with this, let him in any thing ſhew the ĩncongruity dr fnreaſonable- 
neſs of it. If he acknowledge this Model of the Dv&@rine reaſonable, his 
next ſcruple is, Whether this be truly the Mozel of it or no g for that end 
I tell him, we have a Boo among us, which is, and ever hath been, by Chri- 
ſtians, taken for granted, to comprize'in it the Principles of Cbriſtian Re- 
ligion 3 I bid him take it, and read it ſerioaſly, and ſee if that which I Have 
given, him as the Idea of Chriſtian Doctrine, do 1 agree with 
that Book. I do not bid him preſently abſolutely and infallilly believe this 
Bool to be God's Word, which is a very prepoſterous way of proceeding; 
but only compare the Doctrine with the Book, as he would doa Body of 85 
oil Law, with the Inſtituter of it ; or the Principles of any Science, with the 
Moſt approved Authors of it. Ifafter this ſearch, hebe ſatisfied, that the re- 
pteſentation I gave him of Chriſtian Religion, agrees with thoſe Books we 
call the Bible; he yet further adds, that he acknowledges the Principles 

reaſonable, but deſires to be ſatisfied of the Trirth of 


— the World, beſides what he hath ſeen and heard himſelf? I may juſtly 

uppoſe his Anſwer Affirmative ; I then demand upon what grounds? A. 

Upon the certain report of honeſt Men, who have ſeen and heard other things thin 
ever he did. But why do you think honeſt Men's reports to be credible in 
ſuch caſes > A. Becanſe, I ſee, | they have no deſign or intereſt to deceive me in 
it. Will you then believe the report of ſuch Men, whom, I can make it 
appear, could have no intereſt in deceiving you > A. I can ſee no reaſon to 
the contrary. Will you then believe ſuch Men, who loſt theirlives to make it 


appear, that their Teſtimony was true > A. Ter. Will you believe ſuch 


things, wherein Perſons of ſeveral Ages, Profeſſions, Nations, Religions, 
Intereſts, are all agreed that they were ſo 2 R. Ter, if it be only to believe a 


matter of fa on their Teſtimony z I can ſee no groand to queſtion it. This is all 


I deſire of you, and therefore you muſt believe that there was in the World 


ſach a Perſon as Jeſus Chriſt, who died, and roſe again; and, while he lived, 
wrought great Miracles to confirm his Do@rine with; and that he ſent out 
Apoſtles to Preach this Doctrine in the World, who like wiſe did work many 
Miracles, and that ſome of theſe Perſons the better to preſerve and convey 
this Doctrine, did write the ſubſtance of all that Chriſt either did, or ſpake; 
and withall penned ſeveral 7 1 to thoſe (barcbes which were planted by 
them. Theſe are all zratters of Fu, and therefore on your former Principle 
you are to believe them. There are then but two Scruples left: Swppofſng af! 
this true, yet this doth not prove the Dockrine Divine z nor the Scriptures, which 
convey it, to be Infallible. To which I anſwer, 1. Can you queſtion, whether 
that Doctrine be Divine, when the Per/ox who declared it to the World; was 
ſo divine and extraordinary a Perſon, not only in his Converſation, but in 
thoſe frequent and unparalte!'d Miracles which he wrought in the fight and 
face of his Enemies, who, after his death, did riſe again, and converſe with 
his Diſciples, who gave evidence of their Fidelity in the Teſtmony'they 
gave of it, by laying down their Lives 4 atteſt the Truttſ of it ? * 

| 2 an 
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probable Arguments, both from the Lig 


Scriptur E. ; - 
Let us now again ſee, How you wake the Biſhop and Heathen diſpute. The 
ſubſtance of which, is, That you wake your Heathen deſire no leſs than Infalli- 
ble evidence that the Bible is God's Word by conviction of natural Reaſon ; 
whereas his Lord(bip attempts only to make the Authority of Scriptures ap- 
pear by ſuch Arguments, as unbelievers: themſelves could not but think 
reaſonable, if they weighed. them with indifferency. For, though, faith 
he, this Truth, That Scripture is the Word of God, is not ſo deman#tratively 
evident à priori, as to inforce aſſent, . n fo abundantly with 
t of Nature it ſelf, and Finmane Teſti- 

mony, that he muſt be very wilful and ſelf-conceited, that ſhall dare to ſuſpett it. 
And (ure any reaſonable Man in the World would think it ſufficient to deal 
with an Adverſary upon ſuch terms. But, ſays your Heather, A Man cannot 
be infallibly certain of what is ftrengthned with but probable Arguments, ſince 
that which is but probably true, may alſo be ſaid to be probably falſe. Which being 
a thing ſo often objected againſt us by your party, muſt be ſomewhat further 
explained. How far Infalibility may be admitted in our belief, may partly 
be perceived by what hath been ſaid already, and what ſha} be ſaid more 
afterwards. That there is, and ought to be the higheſt degree of actual 
Certainiy ; I aflert as much as you: But, ſay you, The very Arguments being 
but probable, deſtroy it : To which Ianſwer, by explaining the meaning of 


probable Arguments, in this caſe z whereby are not underſtood ſuch kind of 


Probabilities, which cannot raiſe a firm ſent, in which ſenſe we ſay, That 
which is probable to be, is probable not to be ; but by Probabilities,are only meant 
ſuch kind of rational Evidence, which may yield a ſufficient foundation for 
a firm Aſſent, but yet notwithſtanding, which an obſtinate Perſon may deny 
Aſent. As for Inſtance, if you were to diſpute with the Atheiſt concern- 
ing the Exiſtence of a Deity, which he denies, and ſhould proceed with you 


juſt as you! Heathen doth with the Biſbop. Sir, All that Religion that you 


talk of, is but only upon the belief of a God, but I cannot be infalibly con- 


vinced by natural Reaſon, that there is ſuch a one. You preſently tell him that 


there is ſo much evidence for a Deity, from the works of nature,the conſent — 
a 
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all People, Sc. that he can have no reaſon toqueſtion it. But fill be re- 

plies, None of theſe are demonſtrations, for notwithſtanding 


have conſider- 
ed thele, I believe the contrary z but dewonfirations would make me i»fall;- 
bly certain; theſe. then are no more but probable Arguments, ind therefore ſince 
1t is but prabably true, it may be probably falſe. How then will yon ſatiaſie ſuch 
a Perſon 2 Can you do it any otherwiſe, than by 7 laying, that we have as great 
Evidence as the nature of the thing will bear, and it is unreaſonable: to re- 
quire more? Unleſs yon will tell him, it ĩs to no purpoſe to believe a God, 
unleſs he believe it Infallbly z and there being no Iafallabie Arguments/in na- 
cure, he muſt believe it on the Infabibility. of your b. And do you not 
think, this were an excellent way to confute-Atheifts ? But when ＋ ſpeak 
of probable Argument, we mean not ſuch as are apt to lea ve the mind in ſuſ- 
penſe, whether the thing be true or no 3; but only ſuch as are not proper and 
rigid demonſtrations, or Infallible Teſtimony, but the highef# Evidewce which 
the nature of the thing willbear, and therefore may cauſe an zndowbted Cer. 
tainty of Aſent. As it is in all watters of Fal ; for, Will you ſay, that it is 
as probable, that there is not ſuch a place as Nome, as that there is, becauſe the 
only Argument you have to be convinced of it, is but in it ſelf a probability, 

- which is the fame and report of People. It is a piece therefore of great 
weakne(s of judgment, to ſay, That there can be no certain Aſent, where 
there is a meerpoſſzbility of being deceived. For there is no kind of 
in the hamane underſtanding, as to the exiſtence of any thing, but there is 
a poſſability of deception in it. Will you ſay, becauſe it is poſhble all Men's 
denles may deceive them, therefore there can be no certainty of any Object 
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'; of Senſe ? And, as well may you 7 it, as deſtroy any certainty of Aſent in 

p- Religion, where you ſuppoſe a poſſibility of being deceived. But, if I be 

ik not much deceived (though I ſuppoſe you will account it a grand Para- 

th dox) an Aſent may be as firm and certain upon moral as upon 

ly a demonſtration, that is, when the watter is capable of no more than oral 

th grounds. For, the reaſon why we ſuſpend; Aſſent, is the #rproportionatentſs 

1. of the evidence to the matter ta be proved: 80 when the matter is capable 9 
+. of more evidence than is produced, and I know it to be ſo, my wnderitanding fl 
al cannot firmly afſext on ſuch evidence ; but when the watter is capable of | 
ot no more than moral evidence, and I know it, I may as firmly aſſent to the | 
od Truth of ſuch à thing, as to the Truth of a clearer thing, upon clearer evi- 4 
i dence, Thus I may as firmly aſſent, that there are ſuch places as the Eaſt and | 
er Hell. Indiet, upon the conſtant report of Men, as that the three Angles of a 
y Triangle, are equal to tworight Angles : I ſay not, the evidence is the ſame, | 
re but that the aſſext may be as fr. You cannot then deſtroy the certainty of 
al ent, which is required toChriitiax Religion, by telling Men, that the Argu- | bl 
m wents they rely on, are but woral Arguments : And by this, you may ſee, there 

of may be a degree far beyond probability in the aſſent, where the Arguments in 

of themſelves conſidered, may be called probable ; or rather, that moral Cer- 

at tainty may be a moſt fir, rational, and\undoubied Certainty. Vour following 5.73. 

nt Diſcourſe beeweer the Biſhop and Heathen, runs upon the former miſtake, as 

or though his intention were to prove firſt the Bible to be God's Infallible Word, 

17 before he would prove Chriitian Religion to be true, which I have already 

* ſhewed you, is a miſtake, which appears ſyfficiently by his own words, of 

* proving the Chriſtian Religion to ſtand upon ſurer grounds than any other Reli- 

5 gion; not only than that one which the Heather: believed, but any other in the 


World: And therefore your Objection is anſwered, that for all this, a third 
Religion may be truer than both. Your remaining Diſcourſe proves nothing at 
all, but on the former Suppoſition; and therefore, ſuppoſing his . 
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be to prove Chriſtiauiiy toſbe Irue and Divine, his Atgument Frome phe power 
of it over the Devil, follows plainly enough. And when be mentions the 
evidenee-of it aut ñ Geripture, he doch not ſuppoſe the belief of it as an Iufal. 
lille Marel u God, buteniy as of. any other:Siiftory, and therefore is far from 
ſuch·a pet io printipii, as you imegine. That which the Biſbop ſaith, unayrea. 
:fſonably be ſuppoſed, ' au Principle in Divinity (as there ate poſiulata in other 
Sciences is not the Terfallzbilitgiofthe Dorne, or Revelation, but the Credj. 
bility of both, in order to further Conuictiomconcerning their Infallibiins; 


for, unleſs · the Credibility of it ber firſt aſſumed as a Principle, Men will nor: 


uſe the means in order to convittion of ĩts Hafailibilliy. And in this ſenſe he 
doth not contradict himſelf, nov unſay what he hau ſaid before; and that 
this was his ſenſe, PP the laſt words of that Diſcourſe, That 4 meer 
natural Man may be thus far convinced, that the Text:of God is 4 uery credible 
Text. Thus we ſee, how much, motwithſtanding yuur proteſtation to the 
contrary, Tou haue wronged the Biſhop, both by-falſly impoſing on him, and Ui. 
ſembling the force of bir Argament e And ho unjuſt that imputation is, That 
if his Dofrine ball been held iwihe Nrimitiue Churoh, it would have laid tle 


Morla under an -impoſſubility of being converted to Chriſtianity; whereas I have 


* ſhewed how confonanthis way #s,asTexplaineditt;both to reaſon, and the pro- 


5. 13. 


ceedings of the Primitive Chriſtians in the converſion of learned Heaibenr. 
But does yon will needs ſet abe Hiſbop to convent .a learned Heathen, | 
will ſee hat an excellent ſaoulty you haue according to your Principles 
of ſarisfying an Atheift, or a Sceptick i Religion, whom, for your fake, 1 
will ſuppoſe more defirous of ſatisfattion, than commonly tuch Perfons 
are. Let us (ee then how he accoſts ou. | PR 
. Scept. Sir, I underſtand by a great Book of yours, that you have only ta- 
ken the courſe to convince ſuch Perſons as my (elf, who are a little 
doubtful concerning the received Principles of Religion in the World; 
for the wiſeſt I have converſed with, of thoſe who own thoſe things, do 
offer only to prove them by Reaſon and Arguments, which, I underſtand, you 
decry, 4s 4 way to make all Men ſuch as 1 am But that you have an excel- 
lent Reripe for Men under my diſtemper ; for you promiſe them =o leſs than 
Infallible Ceriainty in all things you require them to believe, which is a 
thing I have been ſo long ſeeking for, and have yet ſo unhappily miſt of, 
that I cannot but rejoyce in meeting with ſuch x healing PriefF, who offers 
nothing ſhort of Infal/ibility in all Matters of Religion. * 
I. C. Sir, I queſtion not, but before you and I part, I ſhall cure thoſe 
eli ſtorted tee your mind, and inftead of being a Sceptick, malte you a 
ſound Catholick, For indeed it is true, what you ſay, That thoſe who 
would cenvince you by Reaſon, do but offer to make you more a Sceptick 
than you are, at leaſt, you can have no Divine Faith at all upon ſuch Princi- 
ples ; but if you will follow my counſel, I doubt not but to make you In- 
falkbly certain in thethings we require you to believe. | 
Scept. I fee then there is hope of a cure for me; but I pray tell me what 
that is I muſt be [»f:#ibly certain of, and by what means I ſhall attain it. 1 
would therefore in the firſ# place be Infallibly certain of the Being of God, and 
the Immortality of Souls, tor thefe I take to be the Principles of all Religion. 
T. C. You take a wrong Method, you ſhould firſt enquire after the 
means of this Iufallible Certainty, for when once you have got that, it will 
make you Twfalibly certain of what ever you deſire; but as long as you ule 
ſtill fo much Reaſon, as to demand Trfal/ible Certainty in Principles before 
Concluſions, there is little hopes of your being a true Roman Catholick. But 
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ver 1 muſt tell you, this is not the way: You muſt firi# believe the Church, and 
he then you way believe any thing. E en 
al- Sept. But would you have me attain Iofallible certainty, without any 
Yin reaſon that is [nfallible> But becauſe you quarrel with my method, I will 
eas yield to yours, but let me deſire to know firſt, What thoſe things ave which 
er I muſt believe upon this Infallibility ? and then, Whether nothing ſhort of this 
i Infallible certainty will ſerve in order to Faith? for if ſo, I muſt confeſs my 
& ſeif not only a Sceptie but an [nfidel. © e 147) | 
ot T. C. All objects of Faith muſt be believed with Infallible certainty, and no- 
be thing ſhort of that can be true Faith, for true Divine Faith muft rely on Di- 
at vine Authority, or ſome Word of God no (becauſe you cannot rely on 
er God written word for the Divine Authority of it ſelf, you maſt rely on ſome 
le Divine unwritten word; which can be no other but what is delivered by the 
ne Infelible Teftimony of the preſent Roman (hurt... 
* Scept. I was in hopes, you intended my cure, but now I perceive you aim 
at at making me worſe; for I never heard ſo many things uttered in a breath 
le with ſo great confidence, and ſo little ſhew of reaſon; that if I were not a 
ve Sceptick already, I ſhould Commence one now. You tell me indeed very 
o- magiſterially, that Icannot believe without I»falibility, becauſe Faith muſt 
TY rely on a Divine Teſtimony ; this Divine Teitimony is not in Scripture (as you 
1 call it) but in the Iafallibility of your preſent Roman Church ; I find my doubts 
s ſo increaſe by this diſcourſe of yours, that they all croud ſo to get out, 1 
l know not how to propoſe them in order, but as well as I can. You tell me 
NS the ground why you require [»falible certainty, is, becauſe Faith muſt reſt on 
| Divine Authority, and that this Authority muſt be that of your Church, which 
a- you ſay is T»falible: theſe things therefore I deſire of you, frſ?, to ſhew 
le how your Churches Anthority comes to be Divine. 2. How her Teſtimony comes to 
; be Infallible. 3. How I may be Infallibly certain of this Infallibiliiy. 4. Sup- 
0 poſing the Catholic Churches Teftimony to be ſo, how ſuch a Sceptic as I am, 
L ſhould know your Roman Church to be that Catholic Church. 
l I. C. Your firſt queſtion is, How our Churches Authority comes to be Di- 
in vine? I ſee there is little hopes of doing good on you, that ask ſuch que- 
a tions as theſe are; you ought quietly to ſubmit your Faith to the Church, 
f, and heartily believe all theſe things without queſtioning them; for I muſt 
ſs tell you, ſach kind of queſtions have almoſt ruined us, and hath made ſcru- 
pulous Men turn Hereticks, and others Atheifts but fince T hope your que- 
ſe ſtions may go no further than my anſwers, nor be any better underſtood, 
a I muſt tell you; That though we ſay, that it is zecefſary that Divine Faith 
10 muſt rely on Divine Authority becauſe that ſeems to promiſe — 5 
ck yet when we come to our Churches Teftimony, we dare not for fear of the 
i- Hereticks call it Divine, but Infallible, and in a manner, and after a ſort Di- 
1 vine, hoping they would never take notice of any Contradiction in it, but 
ſtill we ſay, As far as concerns preciſe Infallibility, it is ſo truly ſupernatural 
at and certain, that it comes nothing ſhort of the Divine ſi Teitimony ; but yet this 
[ is not Divine, though it be by the Ieitimony of the Holy Gboſt, and yet is no 
1d immediate revelation; but ſtill it is ſo much, as if the Church ſhould erre, God's 
n. veracity may be called in que ſtion aſſoon as the s. e 
he Scept. I took you for a Prieſt before, but now I take you for an abſolute 
ill conjurer : but I confeſs, I like this diſcourſe well, for I perceive your Religion 
lle is built on ſuch grounds, as you never intend ſhould be underſtood, wherein I 
re commend your diſcretion ; for theſe diiFinFions will doubtleſs do your work 
ut among ſilly aud ignorant people, which are a great part of Mankind, and 
iſt much the greateſt of your Church. I am therefore infinitely ſatisfied with 


this 
( 
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this anſwer to my firſt, queſtion ;;, anſwer but the reſt ſo, and I promiſe yay 
to be leſs a Sceptick than ever I was. | &Y 156 
T. C. To your ſecond, How her Teftimony comes to be Infallible ; becauſe 
I perceive-you are an underſtanding perſon, I will acquaint you with our way, 
The Hereticks trouble us with this queſtion above all others: they pre- 
ſently cry out, If you know the Scripture to be Infallible by the Church, and 
the Church Infallible by Scripture, we run into Circle ; and this we know ag 
well as they, but do not think fit to let the people know it, and therefore 
we tell them of things being known in themſelves and to as, between the for 
mal obje and the Infallible witneſs, between the principal cauſe and a condition 
prerequiſite, between proving of it to Hereticks and to our felves ; but I ſee ſome 
of my brethren of late have been much beholding to ſome things with vi 
Zards upon them called Motives of credibility, and the generality are ſo 
frighted with them, that chey will rather ſay they are ſatisfied than ask any 
more queſtions z but it they do, theſe do ſo little in truth belong to our 
Church, that then we ſtorm, and ſweat, and cry out upon them as Athe- 
iſts, and that it is impoſſible they ſhould believe any Religion who queſtion 
them ; and if that doth it not, then we patter over the former diitinfions 
as we do our prayers, and hope they are both in an ani tongue, 
Scept. Well, I ſee you are the Man like to give me ſatisfaioz ; I pray 
to your third queſtion, How I may be Infallibly certain of this Infallibility 2 
J. C. That is a queſtion never asked by Catholicks, and if we find any pro- 
pounding it whom we hoped to proſelyte, we give them hard words and 
leave them ; for becauſe we offer to prove our »fal/ibility by only motive: 
of credibility, they preſently ask us, Whether our Infal/ibility be an Article of 
aith 2 if it be, then they may believe an Article of Faith without Infallible 
certainty, and then what need our Churches Infalibility * and then to what 
end do we quarrel with their Faith for being built on greater motives of cre- 
dibility 2 which being ſuch untoward queſtions we ſee there is no good to 
be done on them and ſo leave them: but in our Books we are ſure to cry out 
of the fallibility and uncertainty of the Faith of ProteiFants, becauſe they ac- 
knowledge their Church is not Infallible, and cry up our Church becauſe ſhe 
pretends to it; if they ask, How we prove it, we ſeek to confound the 
fate of the queſtion, and run out into the zeceſſety of an unwritten Word, or 
bring ſuch zzotives as hold only for the Primitive and ApoFFolical Church, 
and make them ſerve ours too. If all this will not do, we have other {Gifts 
ſtil], but it is not yet fit to diſcover them. 
Scept. To your fourth Queſtion (and then I will tell you my judgment) 
How your Church comes to be called or accounted the Catholick Church ẽ 
T. C. For this, though it ſeems ſtrange to the Hereticks, how a part 
ſhould be called or accounted the whole, yet to all true Catholicks, who mu 
wink hard that they may ſee the better, we make no great difficulty of it; for 
we tell them the Pope is Chrii#s Vicar, and it is the bead which gives the 
denomination, and ſo Catholickis nothing elſe but a name to denote perſons 
who are in our Church; and if they queſtion this, they thereby are out of 
the Church, and ſo under damnation; But for the ſturdy Hereticks who 
deride our thunderbolts, we are put to a greater trouble, and are fain to 
gather all the citations of the Fathers againſt the poor Donati ſte, and apply 
them to the Hereticks, and whatever they ſay belongs to the Catholick Church 
we confidently arrogate it to our ſelves, as tho our Church now were the 
ſame with the Catholick Church then: and chiefly we have the ad vantage 
of the Prote ſtant by this, that whatever corruptions they charge us with, 
they had the good hap to be almoſt generally received at the time Luther 
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Goſpel is the Faith which God 20d if thi Faith ad Men to Obe- 
dience to God's Will, we aflert the ſafficie jenqy of it er Salvation, and not 
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Mahometans : May not ſuch a one as invincibly believe the Authority ot the 
Tarkiſh Church (it we may call it ſo) as your Child doth the Authority of 
your Church? Where then lies the difference? Lou ſee plainly, it cannot be 
in the Motive to Faith, for the Authority is ſuppoſed equally Infallible in 
both ; but it lies in the evidence of Tuſh id one Religion above the other, 
and this requires ſomething, more than the Authority of the Church, vin. 

judgment and diligent examination. Aud then Faith is built on a ſur; 
ground. Remember then, that we enquire, not what abatements God 
makes for the Prejudices of Education iq be] jeving or not believing any Rei. 
gion ; nor how Gad intends to deal with them, bg through Age, or Other 
Invincible Prejudices are uncapable otyndging 755 evidence of truth inany 
Religion ʒ but what ate the certain 'grownds of Fb, which fober and un. 
derſtanding Men, may and ought to builditheirbelieFof true Religion upon. 
But you proceed, ang ee young Chriſtias io tive, and apply bimſelſ ty 
ftudy, and becomes alearned Man, and then upon theChurches recommend aiios 
betakes himſelf tothe reading the Scriptures; upon which by the light he diſcover; 
in it he finds the Faith; be had before, was but a humane 3 not 4 
Divine Faith, and conſequently that, be has no ſaving Faith of any Article of 
Chriftian belief, and ſo was out of the State of Salwation ;, from whence (you 
ſay) will ſpring Gripes and Torture of Spirit among Chriſtians. And, why ſo? 
What, becauſe they diſcern greater reaſon to. believe than ever they did, 
muſt they find Gripes and Torture of Spirit a! had thought, the more Light 
Men had found, . e. the more. reaſor for believing, the more Peace and 
Contentment they had in their Minds. And o l verily believe it is: But 
probably your meaning is, This Doctrine will cauſe Gripes and Torture of Spi- 
rit in thoſe who have no other foundation of Faith, but your Churches Aut huriiy, 
and never enquire after more If it does ſo, much good may they do them; 
and I verily believe,ſuch doubts may tend more to their ſatisfaction at laſt, 
than their preſent ſecurity; and a Doctrine which tends to convince the 
World of their Folly and Unreaſonableneſs of ſach a kind of i-eplicite Faith, 
the unſuitableneſs of it to the nature of Religion in general, but more eſpe- 
cially the Chriſtian (whole great commendation is, that it puts Men upon ſo 
much ſearchingand enquiry into the truth of it) would tend more to the Mm 
good of the Chriſtian JVorld, than any of thoſe ſoft and eaſie Principles which | 
you ſeek to keep Men in Obedience by, and that I am afraid more to your 
Church than to.Chrift. Why then ſuch a Doctrine ſhould cauſe zeedleſs 
Gripes and Tortures of Spirit, I cannot imagine: It muſt certainly be a great 
confirmation to the und of any good Man to ſèe ſtill further reaſon for his 
Faith, by which it grows more radicated and confirmed, Or would you 
have a Man diſquiet himſelꝶꝭ becauſe he is not (till a Child? Much ſuch 2 
kind of thing this is, that à Mans mind muſt be tortured, becauſe his Faith 
grows ſtronger ; fax we afſert. that there are degrees in Faith; which you 
who make all Faith ÞrfaFible cannot do, unleſs you ſuppoſe an Infalibl: 
thing may gra more [zfal/ible. And if all true Faith be Iafallible, how 11 
can Men pray. for the increaſe of Faith, unleſs they pray for the increaſe of 
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their Infallibiluy; which is a Prayer, I ſuppoſe, not many in your Church 1 
are allowed to make, for then what becomes of your Pope's Prerogative, * 
when not only every one among you is ſuppoſed to be Infallible, but hopes c 
as well as prays to be more Zefalible, which is more than your Pope or your ; 
Church dares pretend to. * 

But whether Doctrine tends more to inward gripes and tortures of Spirit, 4 
yours or ours, let any reaſonable Man judge; for we aſſert that true Faith is 

capable of degrees of augmentation, but you aſſert that there is no Divine Faith p 


but | 


r 


— 
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but it what is Tafallible ; ; wha therefore Men by reflection upon themſelves, 
are ſo far from finding.ſuch an Infaſbili 2 in their ent, that they com- 
bate with many doubt f and fears,. as we ſee the Apoitles did even after the 
Reſurredtion of Chriſt; you muſt pronounce that the '4poFFles when they | 

aeſtioned Chris? a ReſerreiZ ip from the Dead had no Kc: Nuit h at all: "8 
For it is plain, they were fat ſrom an Ifallible — it; N Chriff p- Mark 16. 

braided tbem with their unbelief and hardneſs of becatiſe they believed 14 | 
not them which bad ſeen * after. be was riſen. Were hey infallible in their 


ant then ot go? Lhope you'w not cofitr ra lia Chriſt ſo much as to ſ 
io Or had oy 75 Faith then at all? Was not St. Peter; for wich 
Chrift prayedithar 1s Faith ſhoy mot fail; and from the indeftctibiluy of 


V» hole Faith yet ve that of Pope ? (But here u may ſee Wo a 
| certaip Foundation you, have forit, when it is ſo apparent here, that Sc 
ter's Faith did fail; arid that as to Toimportant ax Article of Faithyas Chriſt's 2 
own Reſurrect ion ʒ for rainly, St. Peter fr A one of the eleven.) Nay, Doth 
not cri upbraid; then for their unbelizf, „1% not belie teving them that had ſeen 
him after he was riſen We ſee then, Cbriſt chides chend kor not reſolving 
their Faith into a bumane and moral Teſtimony ; 1 you Had been there, 
no doubt you muſt have told Him, He was miſtakenin the nature of Faith, [| 
which could reſt on nothing but an infallible Teſtimony ; and unleſs he ſhewed hi 
jon 55 ſuffi cient Mover, ib thoſe Perſons wha 7 bim riſen, were infallible, 3 
for all hit haſte ou were not he d'to believe hi. But, whether Chriſt oryou _ 1 


de the more infallible, judge Jon, We ſee our Bleſed N 
more Mom, than the nature 2 the thing will bear, nay, 1 
who will not believe upon Moral and Humane Te ftimony t you ſay juſt 
the contrary, as though you vere reſolved to contradi bim: But that is 
ſufficient Argument to all Chriſtians, of the falfity and folly of your Do- 
 &rine,, which tends to no other end, but to make all conſidering Men Sep- 
ticks, or Atheiſts. For, when you lay. it down as a certain Maxim, that no 
Faith can. be Divine, but what is Infallible; and the 75 find no ſuch Inf allibi- 1 
lity in the grounds or the nature of Men's Aﬀe ent; hat then follows, but ll 
thoſe worſt ſort of Gripes and Tortures, ſuch às argue in inward (ungut of | 
| Mind, and bring Men to a greater Queſtion,” Wherber there be any ſich 
thing, as that you call true Divine Faith in the Way ou gg on With 
your makers Diſcourſe,” who muſt, ſappoſe, it herathat 1 e Church 
taught, that bo, was . 5 Scripture Rk 7 upon her own Jufallible Teſti- 
ib this Church hath} plainly deceived him, 
Ne 4% 4 — ofed then all to 
ore was 10 eb, but 4 dle · P. 75, 76. 
_ that her recommendation of Seri- 
7 Hep. to the ſole Letter of Scripture, 
„or there can he no means left him on 
(bat Scriptere is Divine, and the 
| 7 Snfiſts Orthree ien — | | 
Shure es queſti r Infallibility. | = 
20, be eutlty pe. ſtare, ee * | 1 
"Fs. 11 0 ot hing. hat then 2 ſole 2125 Scripture mult aſſure Men | | 
12 855 ; * . 1 I migt confeſs dic whom before you _ 
ſuppoſed, own to Years of n ſince hge 1 


requires no 
pbraids: thoſe 


ay, yOu; 


doth oY Site "i Io n Bim elf, as to your Churches grofs Tmpoſture, f in her - B 
pretence of Infallibility; apd, no doubt, it ĩs one of the greateſt which hath _ i' il 
been known in the Cbriſtian World, which you cannot your felf deny, ſup- © 1 
poling chat! it be not 80 that ſhe is Jafallible. For, Can there be any 8 

eat 


* 
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ent time:? To this Lanſwer ; Although the Ignorance A Careleſriels of 


means they have ſo great certainty,as excludes all doubting, that ſuch Do@rines, 


ture if you can; fot my part, I cannot," nor any e e 
lo by that delivering th Seripture into our hands, as the. Infallible Rule of 


neſs of the Doctrine of Seriptures, axe all left beſides the bare Letter of Scri- 


* Humane Falli le, and | 
that the belief of the Scripture reSts upon 1 phage it ſelf. © But, i, fo her | 


ſider what your Diſcaurſer hath to object. 


(beat in the World, than under a pretence of Jrfalibility, to impoſe thingy. 
upon Men's Faith, which are contraty to the Senſe and Resa Mankind, 
to keep them from that inward (atisfaffiqn, which theif Saule right 
from a ſerious conſideration of the ęxcellem nature of Chriſtian Religion, and 

A diligent practice af it, to contradict thereby, the very cope of (ri ianin, 

which (ourti our eſteem, by offering it ſelf to the faireſ® Tryals: when, 1 
ſay, under this pretence (hriſtian Religioa i apparently diſhapaugts,» ce 

welfare of Men's Souls hindered, oy the greateſt Corruption: obtruded, | 

without ay yy amendment of them, excuſe your, Church fro 9 , 


conſiders it. For the ſecond; it will fallow n= at the Teſtimony of 
your Church is as much as notbing, as eo Iny In fallible.F, aun dation of Faith ; * 


but Fet it may be of great »ſe for conveying,CUniver/al Tradition to us, and 


V2 


* 


Faith. To the Third 5 t by ho means follows, that there is gothing but the 
ſole Letter of Scripture left to Convince us of the Dine Auth „ of Scripture; * 
[ hope the working Miracles, fulfilling Prophecies, the nature and Eaſon, 


* 
— 


pture; and theſe, we ſay, are LS have us believe, that the Scri- 
pture contains the infallible Word of Gd. 

. Now your ora: Chriſtian begins to refle& on the Biſhop's way, which 
is (ſay you) That the 1eftimony of the 


* 
* 


3 


mare. to our purpoſe, to heat the Bi hop deliver his dw Mind, th heat 
you ſa lamely deliver it; which, in ſhort, he ſums up chus. 4 Manns 
probably led by the Aut bority of the preſent ( hurch, as by the firit inſor ming. 
inducing, perſmading means, to believe the Scripture to be the Word of Gad: 
But, when he hath ſtudied, conſidered,” and compared this Word with its ſelf, \ 
aud with other Writings, with the help of ordinary Grace; and a Mind mori 
induced, aud reaſanably perſwaded by the Voice of the Church, the Scrigture then 
give, greater, and higher Reaſoris of Credibility to it ſelf,” than Tradition alone 
could give And then, he that believes, reſolves his laſſ and full Aſent, that | 
Scripture is of Divine Authority, into internal Arguments found in the Letter it 
ſelf; though found by the help of Tradition without, and Grace mithin. This is # 
che ſubſtance of his Lordſbip's Opinion, againſt which we ſhall now con- 


— 
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either through mant of Learning could not read the Scripture, and examine, 
elſe made little uſe of it, becauſe they ſuppoſed hy might haue Inſallible Faith 
without it ; What then becomes of millions of ſuch Souls, boiſi in former and pre- 


1. The firſt, is from the caſe of norant and illiterate Perſons; ſach, »h 


— 
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Men in a matter of ſo great conſequence,” be ſo great in all Ages, as is hot 
to be juſtified, becauſe all Men ought to endeavaur after the higheſt ways 

of /atisfaFion, in a matter ſo nearly concerning them (and it is none of te 
leaſt things to be blamed in Four Chur b, that ſhe doth ſo much counte - 

nance this ignorance, and neglect of the Scripture) Feb for ſueh Perſons, 
who either morally, or invincibly, are hindred from this capacity of F 
mimiug Scripture, there may be ſufficient means for their Faith tö be built 
upon. For, although ſuch illiterate Perſons cannot themſel ves ſee, and 
read the Scripture, yet, as many as do believe, do receive the Dodrize of it, 
by that ſenſe by which Faith is canveyed, that is, Hearing; and by that 
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and ſuch matters of fact, are contained in theſe Books, by. which they come 8 
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91 81 


(he Böden ing f the nature of i * Dockrine, and are capable of judg-. 


| og concerning the Dzvinty of its 


r the Light ſpoken of in Scripture, is 
a Light to the eye, but to the vn] no the mind is capable of this 


to ,a5 well by 1 85 * by the eyes. Theitaſc then of (uch hoof illulerate 
erſo 


judginent be fallible, Mis Sec more one's. ow 
fre, if, wotpithſtanding a the cure end pa 
Church, their herſmaſcon was oniy lum ane and Tae w 
lienlar Pros 2 That 

Scripture, that 1 

the Chyrches Perſwaſoon, 


ee Pre 


ment to ſuch to 


us ay" an ungut ſl ion 
mia 
thers do, only 
to otbers bt 
nat to u 


Heyes i 
19, a 


my 3s p Capa ble 2 Scrippare, but diligently and devoutly 


em, ig m 


the ſamEngture with thoſe who heard the * 
4 Doris it was 1 For, Hate ver was an Argu- 
believe the e tles in what they ſpake, becomes an Argu- 
batigs? which are foo conveyed to 
Trading 80 that nothing hi ders but ſuch illicerate 
5 maꝝ reſolvę their Faithanto the ſame Dy d Motiveg RN 
hoſe are-conveyed-to them by the ei, which are conveyed 
e eyes, But, if dr Mode and illiterate, 28 
d any ching, but that the are to H eve us the Church be 
Jo. yau, if you canggelolve their Fab forghety ; tor my part, I can. 
am ſo ſar tram it. Mat i have n reaſon tobelievethey can haxe any. 
4. The ſecond'thing objekte by your DiKgurler is, That if the Churches 
x ay bf x fallible. And there. 
talen l the Doclors of the 
at reaſon bath any par- 
is divinely an e cert q Meding the 
Lu Butt 1. re noderence. between 
"The Churches” Tradition 2 Doch the-Biſbop deny, 


ment go ſuch who 


Diwvin 


bat che pere is of (he Nec, the Che a abible, asthat of any 


22 Perſon? But this he dies, that they can rr chat Infallibility of 


- the grounds of theirs Perſmiſon into their Ante o as thoſe who are to 
/ receive it on their Teſtimony, may be competent 
* then ſuppoſe their Tradition to he humane and fa 


pe oft May wenot 
ble, whoſe: Merion . 


of What they deliver, is eſtabliſhed bn iufalible 1 As A Mat hemati- 


cian is demo ratively convinced neter, the _ of. any particular _-_ 
1 5 but, if bebids another belie on his Teſtimony, the other there- 
hath no demon ius evjclence of it he Tra of it, but only ſo o great mo- 


1 Ke. evidence, as ene Ne ffimony of t at Perſon carries alogg with it, The 


ſe is the ſame here: Sup ppoſ choſe Peffons in the Church in every Age of 


| I have to themſelves infullible evidence of the Divinity, of the Seripture, yet 


duch Wender an 8, 1h 


1 


- when they are todeliyer this to be believed by othersAuglels their TefFimo- 
21 hath infallibie evidenct ig it, Men can never have ore than humane or 
certainty of it. Ar doth not 25 i follow, Le if 57 Teitimony of 

RY of he Di- 


+ wi of the 9 unleſs this. aſſuramce did. wel en that 


* "Now? you know, the Bi/bop denies qbatthe £ Faith of any 
particiilar Bebe doth reſt upon the 3 t 
faith, This may be a Mgtine and Tuducement % Men, W e Aarther ; . 


9 277 at e. evjdente v 4 w4 in the 
ripture it ſe 5 


”>He nth bd argues againſt” this ale, 9. Trad; ion, 5 Ifthe 
Light'of the Saripture be inſufſicient'to ſhew it Jelf,” unleſs be introduced by 
"the, Recommendation, of the Church 3 How cante Luther, Calvin, Tuinglius, 
Hufe, &. 0 diſcover this Light in it, e they nes E of all 
"Wc ches in the World? &c. 
Sure your Diſcourſet was not very profound in this, that could not di- 
1 * * of 3 Tradition, and the , 


EY 

| 

| 
4 
1 
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| of the preſent viſible Church, or between the Teftimony ot the Church, and the 
Authority of it. She us where Luther, Calvin, &c. did ever reject the Authy. 
rity of an uncontrouled univerſal Tradition, (ach as that here mentioned con- 
cerning the Scriptures being the Word of God : Shew us where they de 
that Jie of the Teſtimony of thoſe Churches, whoſe. Authority in impo- 


ſing Matters of Faith they denied, which his Lordſvip afferts, viz,- to be 


a weans to introduce Men to the knowledge and belief gf the Scriptures 
and, unleſs you ſhew this, you do nothing. | 


n 


4. He argues againſt that Light in Scripture, Fecagſe it ic not Sufſteient F 


Aiitinguiſh Canonical Books from ſuch as are not ſo; For (ſays he) Had ua 
the Ancient Primitive Fathers in the firit three hundred Tears, as much reaſon 
and ability to find this Light in Scripture, as any parti ular Perſon ? Tet may 


Books which do appear to us to be God's Word, by their Light, did not appear 


to be ſo to them by it, till they were declared ſuch by the Catholic Church, | 
anſwer, 1. Where doth his Lordſhip ever (ay, op pretend, that any Perſon, 
by the Light contained in the Books, can diſtinguiſh Books that are Canoni- 
cal, from ſuch as are not? All that can be diſcovered, as to particular Books 
in queſtion, is, the examination of the Doctrine conitained im them by the 
Series of that, which is in the unqueſtionable Books ; for, we know, that 


(70d can never ſpeak contradiFions But ſtill this will oor ſerve to ex- 


clude ſuch Books as contain things contrary, but not to admit all which 
have no Do@Frine contrary to Scripture. 2. Thereaſon why the Primitive 
Fathers queſtioned any Books that we do not, was. not becauſe they could 
not diſcover that Light in them, which we do ; for neither.can we diſcover 
ſo much Light in any particular Book, as meerly from thence to ſay, It is 
Canonical ; but there was not ſufficient evidence then appearing to them, 
that thoſe Copies did proceed from Apoitolical Perſons ; and this was theres 


fore only an Argument of that commendable Care and, Caution which was 


in them, leſt any Book ſhould paſs for Canonical, which, was not really 
ſo. 3. When the Catholick Church declared any controverted Book to be Ca: 
nonjcal; Did not the Church then ſee as much Light in it as we do? But that 
Light which both the Church and we diſcover, is not a diſcriminating Inter- 
nal Light, but an External Evidence from the ſufficiency, and validity of 


Teſtimony. And ſuch we have for the Canonical Books of the Old TeStament ;* 


and therefore you have no cauſe to quarrel with us, for receiving them from 
the Jewiſh Synagogue; For who, I pray, are ſo competent witneſſes of what 
is delivered, as they who received it? And the Apoſtle tells us, That to the 
Jews were committed the Oracles of Gl. & "OO | 


- 


5. Hence your diſcourſing Chriſtian argues, That if one take up the Scri- 


pture on the account of Tradition, e ſhould deny St. Matthew's Goſpel 
to be the written Word of God, he could not be accounted an Heretich, becauſe 


it was not ſufſiciently propounded to him to be God's Word. Whether ſuch a 


Perſon may be accounted a Heretick in your ſenſe, or no, I am ſure he is 


in St. Pauls, becauſe «vJugn'zg/G>, ſelf condemned, and that for the very, + 


contrary reaſon to what you give, becauſe this is ſufficiently propounded to 
him. | pray tell me, What way you would have ſuch a thing ſufficiently 
propounded as a matter to be believed, that this is not propounded in? 
Would you have an unqueſtionable evidence, that this was writ by one 
of Chriſt's Apoſtles, called St. Matthew £ So you have. Would you have all 
the Churches of Chrii# agreed in this Teſtimony in all Ages from the ApoFiles 
times? So you have. Would you have it delivered to you by the Teſti- 
ſhony of the preſent Church? So you have. What then is, or can be wan- 
ting, in order to a Propoſition of it to be believed? Why, forſooth, ſome 

a infallible, 
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infallible, authoritative ſentence of ow preſent Church, "which ſhall make this an 
Object of Faith. »See what à different mould fome Men's minds are of from 
others | For my part, ſhould I ſee, or heat any Church in the World, under- 
taking ſuch an office as that, I ſnhould be ſo far from thinking it more ſuth- 
ciently propounded by it, that 1 ſhould not ſcruple to charge it with the 


greateſt Preſumption and Arrogance that may de. For, on what account 


can it poſſibly be a thing credible to me, that St. Matthew's Goſpel contains 
God's written Word any further, than it is evident that the Perſon who wrote 
it, was one choſen by Chriſt, to deliver the ſumm of his proceedings, as an 
Apoſtle, to the World? And therefore I bave no reaſon to think, he would 
deceive Men in what he ſpake or writ: The only Queſtion then is, How 1 
ſhould know this is no countetfeit name; but that St. Matt hem writ it? Let 


us conſider what poſſible means thete are to be aſſured of it. I cannot ima- 


gine any but theſe two 3 Either tbat Go ſhould immediately reveal it ei- 
ther to my ſelf, or to ſome Cbureh to propound it to me ʒ ot elſe, that I ani 
to believe thoſe Perſons. who firſt received choſe Copies from his hands, by 


| whoſe means they were diſperſed abroad in the World, from wherice they 


are conveyed by an unqueſtionable Tradition down to us. Of theſe two, chuſe 
whether you-pleaſe : If chefirft, «then-particular-7mmediate Revelations are 


neceſſary to particular Perſons, to have ſuch an Object of Faith ſufficiently 


propounded to them, and then the Chareh cannot authoritatively pronounce 
any Books of Scripture tobe Canonical, without immediate Revelation to her, 


that this Book was written by ſuch a Perſon; Who was divinely alſſi led in 


the writing of it. And this you have denied before to belong to the Church. 
If you take up with the ſecond, the unqueſtionable Teitimony of all Ages, ſince 
the Apoitles ʒ then judge you whether St. Matthew's Goſpel be not ſufficient- 
ly propounded to be believed; and conſequently, Whether any one who 
ſhould queſtion or deny it, be not guilty of the greateſt peeviſhneſs and ob- 
ſtinacy imaginable.. From hence we may ſee, with what ſuperfluity of 
diſcretion the next words came from you; Nay, hence it follows, that even 
our Bleſſed Saviour, who is Wiſdom it ſelf, would have been effeemed by all the 
World, not à wiſe Law-giver, but a meer Ignoramus and Impoſtor. For ſhame, 
Man, forbear ſuch inſolent expreſſions for the future, and repent of theſe. 


For, Muſt (hit Wiſdom be called in queſtion, and he liable to be accoun- 


ted an Ignoramus and Impoitor, if he doth not make your Church Infallible? 
I have told you often before, ho much your Doctrine of Infallibility tends 
to Atheiſm, and now you ſpeak out. For the meaning of your words plain- 
ly is, If God hath not entruited your Church with à full and abſolutepower to de- 
clare what is his Will; and what not, Chriſt was a e and las poſtor. For 
that is the ſubſtance of your next words. For, hal be nut framed, think you, 
a ſtrange and Chimerical Common · wealth, were it alone deſtitute of a full and 
abſolute power, to give an authentical and unqus ſtionable Declaration, which 
in the true and genuine Law? Now, it is evident from all your Diſcourſe 
foregoing, you only plead for this full and abſolute power in uur Church ; 
and judge you then what the-conſequence is (to all thoſe who cannot ſee 
any ſhadow of reaſon for this your pretended Infallibility) neither more 
nor leſs, than that ChrifF's is liable to be accounted by all the World an Ignora- 
mus and Impoſtor : Nay, thatthey-areFfools, who account him not ſo; if they 
do not believe this preſent Infal/tbility of your Church 3 for it is apparent (ſay 
you) that he hath ordered his Common - wealth worſe than ever any one did. And 
now let any that conſider what pitiful ſilly proofs you have produced for 
this preſent Infallibility (nay, ſuch, that I am confident, that you cannot 
think your ſelf you have in the leaſt meaſure proved it) then judge, what 
| thoughts 
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thoughts ot Chriſt you are forced to entertain your ſelf upon goo! own 
Argument, viz. 4s of an Ignoramis and In poſtor. Hath not your nfallibility 
led you now a fine dance? Is not this che way to make Faith certain, and to 
reclaim Atheiſts ? I had thought it had been enough for yout Canorifts, to 
have charged Chriſt with Indiſcretion, if he had not left a Vicaron Earth; but 
now, it ſeems, the profound Philaſophers, learned Divines, and expert Hist. 
rians (for ſuch a one, you told us, your diſcourſing Chriftiar was ſuppoled 
by you to be in whole name theſe words are ſpoken) do charge Chriſt with 
folly and impoſture, if he hath not made your Church Infall;ble. For, ſhift it 
off as you can, you cannot deny but that muſt be the aim of theſe words: For 
you are proving the neceſſity of an infallible Declaration by the preſent Church, 


in order to a ſufficient Propoſetion of the Scripture to be believed ; and it is noto- 


rious you never pretend that any Chyrch hath any ſhare in'this Pyfallib;/ity, 
but your owa; and therefote the conſequence unavoidably follows, that 
ſince there can be no Hi cient Propoſetion, that the Scripture is to be believed 
without this ifallible Teſtimonp; linge no (hure ptetends to this Ia allibiluy, 


but yours 3 ſince, without ſuch proviſion for the ( hurob, Chriſt would have been 


eft:emed by all the World not a wiſe Law-giver, but a meer ig noramus and Imp 
ſtor ; What then follows, but that if your Church be not infallible, He muſt 
be accounted ſo? And if you dread not theſe conſequences ; I hope all Chr;- 
ſtiani do, and have never the better thoughts of your Infallibility for them, 

6. Let us ſee, how he comes cloſer to the matter it elf; and examines 
how this Light ſhould be Infallible, and Divine, ſuppoſing the Churches Ieſtino- 
ny to be humane and fallible. The ſubſtance of which, is this, If he Church may 
err, we may ſuppoſe ſhe hath erred i» teftifying ſome Books to be God's Word ;, 
in that caſe, Books that were not God's Word, would be equally recommended 
with thoſe that were And that it would be impoſſible for any particular Perſon, by 
reading them, to diſtinguiſb the one from the other. To which I anſwer, 1. It is 
all one with you to ſuppoſe a Church fallible, and ſuppoſe that ſbe hath er- 
red. To put aicaſe of a like nature. The Teſtimony of all Mankind is fallible; 


May you therefore ſuppoſe that all Mankind hath erred in ſomething they 


are agreed in? The Teſtimony of all thoſe Perſons who have ſeen Home, 
is fallible ; May I therefore queſtion whether they were not all deceived ? 
But of this afterwards. 2. When you ſpeak of the Church erring, Do you 
mean the Church in every Age fence Chriit's coming, concerning all the Books of 
Stripture 2 Or, the preſent Church, concerning only ſame Books of Scripture ? If 


you ſuppoſe, rhe Chureb of all Ages ſhould be deceived,” you mult ſuppoſe 


ſore, who were Infallible, fhould. be decerved; thoſe were the Apoffles in 
writing and delivering their Books to the Churches of their time; or elſe 
you muſt ſuppoſe all th&ApoFolical Churches deceived in taking thoſe Books 
to have come from the ApofHles, which did not; And is not this a con- 
gruous Suppoſition > Well then, if it be unreaſonable to ſuppoſe the Apo- 


ſtolical Churches deceived, and impoſſible to imagine the ApoiZles deceived, 


in ſaying, They writ what 93 did not: Where then muſt ſuch an uni- 
verſal Frror as this come in? Or, Is it not equally unreaſonable to ſuppoſe 
all the Chriſtian Churches in the World ſhould be deceived, without any 
queſtioning of ſuch a deceit, ſuppoſing but the goodneſs and common Pro- 
vidence of God in preſerving ſuch Records, and the moral Induſtry uſed by 
Chriſtians, in a matter of ſuch importance? It is therefore a very abſurd and 
unteaſonable thing, to imagine, That all the Churches of Chriſt, in all Ages, 


ſhould err in receiving all the Books of Scripture. Let us then fee, as to the 
ptefent Churches erring, as to particular Books 1. Either the Records of 
former Ages are left to judge by, or no? If they be, as certainly they are, 
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we thereby ſee a way to correct the errour of the preſent Church, by appeal- 

ing to theſe records of the Church in former times? if they be not left, how 

could any of theſe Books be deri ved from Apoſtolical Tradition, when we have 

no means to trace ſuch a Tradition by? 2. Suppoſing only ſome Books que- 

ſtioned, or that the preſent Church errs only in ſome particular Books; then 

it appears that there remains a far greater number of ſuch Books, whole Au- 

thority we have no reaſon at all co queſtion, and by comparing the other 

with theſe we may eaſily prevent any very dangerous errour ; for if they 

contain any Doctrine contrary to the former, we have no reaſon to believe 

them; if they do not, there can be no very dangerous errour in admitting 

them. Thus you ſee how eaſily this errour is prevented, ſuppoſing the 

Churches teſtimony not only fallible, but that it alſo ſhould actually ery in 

delivering ſome Books for Canonical, which are not ſo : but ſuppoſing a 

(Church pretends to be Infallible and is believed to be ſo, and yet doth actual- 
ly err in delivering the Canon of Scripture, what remedy is there then? for 

while we look on the Churches teſtimony as fallible, there is (cope and liber- 

ty left for enquiry and further ſatisfaftion, but if it be looked on as Infallible, 
all that believe it to be ſo are left under an impoſſibility of eſcaping that er- 
rour which ſhe is guilty of. And the more dangerous ſuch an errour is, the 
worſe the condition is of all ſuch who believe the Churches Teſtimony Infallible. 
Now this is that we juſtly charge your Church with, that while ſhe pretends 
to Infal/ibility, (he hath actually erred in delivering ſuch Books for Canonical 
which are not ſo, as hath been abundantly manifeſted by the Worthies of 
our Church. The remainder of this diſcourſe of yours concerning knowing 
Canonical Books by the light in them, is vacated by our preſent anſwer; and fo 
is the other concerning Apoſtolical traditions by our former, upon that ſubject. 
As to that Scruple, How the light ſhould be Infallible and Divine, when the 
Churches Teſtimony is humane and fallible, it ſignifies nothing unleſs the light 
be only ſuppoſed to riſe from the Teſimony, which his Lordſhip denies, 

7. The judgment of the Fathers is enquired into concerning the * 
jet; out of whom only Irenæus and S. Auguſtin are produced, as affirm- 
ing in many places, That the Tradition of the Charch is ſufficient to found Chri- 
ſtian Faith even without Scripture, and that for ſome hundreds of years after the 
Canon of Scripture was written. But muſt we ſtand only to the judgment of 
theſe two concerning the ſenſe of the Primitive Church in this preſent Con- 
troverſie > We may eaſily know the judgment of the Fathers, if two ſuch 
lame Citations as theſe are, are ſufficient to diſcover it. But your unhap- 
pineſs is great in whatever you undertake : If you meddle with reaſoz, you 
ſoon find how little it becomes you: If you fly to the Fathers, they prove 
the greateſt witneſſes againſt you; as will appear in this debate, it we firſt 
examine the citations you produce, and then ſnew how fully and clearly 
theſe very perſons whom you have picked out of all the (Horus, do deliver 


1, concerning thoſe harbarous nations who believed with. 


. . 22 id , i qui cri 
out the Scriptures, adhering to the Tradition of the Apo- 11 ow 


ſtles, having ſalvation written without Paper and Ink. dinem . 4 Ir 

age . *ma. , quibus committebant Eccleſias? Cui or. 
But what is it you would hence infer, I cannot We dinationi aſſentiunt mult e gente: Noe 
gine, unleſs it be one of theſe two things; 1. That if rum, qui in Chriſtum credunt, ſine char (4 


7 g P & atramento ſcriptam habentes ſalutem 
ad no Scr iptures left us, it would be neceſſary 8 E veterem traditionen os 19a 


to believe on the account of Apoſtolical Tradition; that is, | 
that the grounds of our Faith were ſo clear and evident of thernſelves, that 
tho' they had never been written, yet if they had been conveyed by an un- 
queſtionable Tradition from the Apoſtles, there had lain an obligation on us 

fo 


§. 16. 
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themſelves againſt you. The firſt citation is that known one, out of Irenæ c. 4. 
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we thereby ſee a way to correct the errour of the preſent Church, by appeal - 
ing to theſe records of the Church in former times? if they be not left, how 
could any of theſe Books be derived from Apoſtolical Tradition, when we have 
ho means to trace fuch a Tradition by? 2. Suppoſing only ſome Books que- 
ſtioned, or that the preſent Church errs only in ſome particular Books ; then 
it appears that there remains a far greater number of ſuch Books, whoſe Au- 
thority we have no reaſon at all to queſtion, and by comparing the other 
with theſe we may eaſily prevent any very dangerous errour; for if they 
contain any DoFrine contrary to the former, we have no reaſon to believe 
them; if they do not, there can be no very dangerous errour in admitting 
them. Thus you fee how eaſily this errour is prevented, fuppoſing the 
Churches teſtimony not only fallible, but that it alſo ſhould aäally err in 
delivering ſome Books for Canonical, which are not ſo: but ſuppoſing a 
Church pretends to be Infal/ible and is believed to be fo, and yet doth actual- 
ly err in delivering the Canon of Scripture, what remedy is there then? for 
while we look on the Churches teſtimony as fallible, there is ſcope and liber- 
ty left for enquiry and further ſaticfaction, but if it be looked on as Infallible, 
all that believe it to be ſo are left under an impoſſibility of eſcaping that er- 
rour which ſhe is guilty of. And the more dangerous fuch an errour is, the 
worſe the condition is of all ſuch who believe the Churches Teſtimony Infallible. 
Now this is that we juſtly charge your Church with, that while ſhe pretends 
to Infal/ibility, ſhe hath actually erred in mo ſuch Books for Canonical 
which are not ſo, as hath been abundantly manifeſted by the Worthies of 
our Church. The remainder of this diſcourſe of yours concerning knowing 
Canonical Books by the light in them, is vacated by our preſent anſwers and fo 
is the other concerning Apoſtolical traditions by our former, upon that ſubject. 
As to that Scruple, How the light ſhould be Infallible and Divine, when the 
Churches Teſtimony is humane and fallible, it ſignifies nothing unleſs the light 
be only ſuppoſed to riſe from the Teftimony, which his Lordſhip denies. 

7. The judgment of the Fathers is enquired into concerning the preſent ſub- 5. 16. 
jet; out of whom only Irenexs and S. Auguſtin are produced, as affirm- 
ing in many places, That the Tradition of the Charch is ſufficient to found Chri- 
ſtian Faith even without Scripture, and that for ſome hundreds of years after the 
Canon of Scripture was written. But muſt we ſtand only to the judgment of 

| theſe two concerning the ſenſe of the Primitive Chureb in this preſent Con- 
troverſie > We may eaſily know the judgment of the Fathers, if two ſuch 
lame Citations as theſe are, are ſufficient to diſcover it. But your unhap- 
2 is great in whatever you undertake : If you meddle with reaſon, you 
don find how little it becomes you: If you fly to the Fathers, they prove 
the greateſt witneſſes againſt you; as will appear in this debate, if we firſt 
examine the citations you produce, and then ſhew how fully and clearly 
theſe very perſons whom you have picked out of all the (horas, do deliver, 
themſelves againſt you. The firſt citation is that known one, out of Irenæ c. 4. 
i, ooncerning thoſe barbarous nations who believed with. „ _ EE 
out the Scriptures, adhering to the Tradition of the Apo- bn TV Lua Fanam _ "oe 
ftles, having ſalvation written without Paper and Ink, dem ſeq traditionis, quam tradidering 
But what is it you would hence infer, I cannot ima- 7/9 2 . 
. _ 2 ajjens un gentes barbaro: 
pine, _— it be one of theſe two things; 1. That if ran, qui in * cfedunt, lia, bent 
we had no Scriptures left us, it would be neceſſary for as en ſeriptam babentes ſalutrm, 
to believe on 2 1 olical Ran at 8, — PR. „ 
that the grounds of our Faith were ſo clear and evident of themſel ves, that 
tho' they had never been. written, yet if they had been conveyed by an un- 
queſtionable Tradition from the Apoſtles, there had lain an obligation on us 


to 
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to believe the Doctrine of Chriſt. But, is this our caſe ? hath not God infi- 

nitely better provided for us, when (as your other 

NAuicquid Servator de ſuis fattis & diftis witneſs S. Auguſtine ſpeaks) Whatever our Saviour would 

— _— — hog —— — have us read of his ations or ſpeeches, he commanded 

ſenſ. Evang. I. 1. c. ult. his Apoſtles and Diſciples as hit hands to write. Chri- 

ſtian Religion is now no Cabbala to us. God hath con- 

ſaned his will over to us, by Codicils of his own appointing ; and muſt we 

then be now in the like caſe, as if his Will had never been written at all) 

2. But what if the barbaroas Nations did believe without the Books of Scri- 

pture ; what doth that prove, but only this; that there may be ſufficient 

reaſon to believe in 4 where the Scriptures are not known? Is that coa- 

trary to us who ſay, The laſt reſolution of Faith is into the Doctrine of Chriſt 

as atteſted by God : now it that atteſtation be ſufficiently conveyed, there 

is an obligation to believe; but withal we ſay, that to as who enjoy the Scri- 

ptures as delivered down to us, the only certain and infallible convepance 

of God's Word to us is by them. So that the whole Chriſtian World is obli- 

ged to you for your civil compariſon of them, with thoſe Barbarians who 

either enjoyed not the Scriptures, or in probability were not able to make 

uſe of them, as being probably ignorant of the »ſe of letters. 3. Doth Ire. 

næus in theſe words ſay, that even theſe Barbarians did believe upon the 

Infallible Teſtimony of the preſent Church? No; he mentions no ſuch thing, 

but that they believed that Tradition of DoFrine which was delivered them 

from the Apoſtles. I ask you then; Suppoſe at that time ſome Honeſt but 

fallible perſons ſhould have gone info Scythia, or ſome ſuch barbarous places, 

and delivered the Doctrine of the Goſpel, and atteſting the matter of fad? as 

being eye-witneſſes of Chriſt's Miracles, Death, and ReſurreFion, whether 

would theſe Barbarians have been bound to believe or no? If not, then 

for all I know, Infideltty is a very excuſable ſin; If they were, I pray tell 

me what it was their Faith was reſolved into ; was it an infallible teſtimo- 

ny of fallible Men? And the ſame caſe is, of ſuch who ſhould preach the 

ſame Doctrine from theſe eye-witneſſes in another Generation, and ſo on: 

for although there might be no reaſon to queſtion their teſtimony, yet I 

ſuppoſe you will not ſay, It is Infallible? fo that ſtil] this makes nothing 

for your purpoſe. 4. Who better underſtood Jrenæus his mind, than him. 

| ſelf ? let us therefore ſee what he elſewhere tells us & 

Non per alios diſpoſitionem ſalutis noſtra the foundation and pillar of our Faith who have received 

Glen pere ent ad lol; uad gallen evan the Scriptures. Doth not he tell us, but three Chap 
tum per uenit ad nos; uod quidem Func A 

preconiaverunt, poſtea vero per Dei volun- ters before this, That we have received the method or 


ratem in Scripturis nobis tradiderunt, fun- ; : 
ee Doctrine of our Salvation, from thoſe perſons who preach- 


rum. Iren. I, 3. cap. l. ed it ; which by God's command they after delivered in 
the Scriptures, which were to be the foundation and pil- 
lar of our Faith? Could any thing be more fully ſpoken to our purpoſe 
than this is? Whereby he ſhews us, now the Scriptures are conſigned unto 
us, what that is which our Faith muſt ſtand upon: not the Infallibility of 
the Church, but that IVord of God which is delivered 
ſrenzus id. 4- Cap. 69. Auguſtin 2. to us. This therefore he elſewhere calls the Uzmove- 
; N ble Canon of our Faith, as S. Auguſtine calls it Divinam 
ſtateram, the Divine Balance we muſt weigh the grounds of our Belief in. 
By which we may gueſs, what little relief you are like to have from 
your ſecond witneſs. S. Auguſtine. Two citations you produce out of him; 
and, I queſtion not, but to make it appear, that neither of thoſe Teſti- 
monies do make for you; and thoſe wery Books afford us ſufficient agaiaſt 
you. 
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to believe the Doctrine of Chriſt. But, is this our caſe £ hath not God inki- 

nitely better provided for us, when ( as your other 

Quicquid Servator de ſuis fattis & diftis witneſs S. Auguſtine ſpeaks) Whatever our Saviour would 

ED 2 2 — — have us read of his actions or ſpeeches, he commanded 

lenf, Evang. J. 1, c. ut. his Apoſtles and Diſciples as his hands to write. Chri- 

ſtian Religion is now no Cabbala to us. God hath con- 

ſaaned his will over to us, by Codicils of his own appointing z and mult we 

then be now in the like caſe, as if his Will had never been written at all? 

2. But what if the barbaroas Nations did believe without the Books of Seri. 

pture; what doth that prove, but only this; that there may be ſufficient 

reaſon to believe in Chriſt where the Scriptures are not known? Is that con- 

trary to us who ſay, The laſt reſolution of Faith is into the Doctrine of Chriſt 

as atteſted by God : now it that atteſtation be ſufficiently conveyed, there 

is an obligation to believe; but withal we ſay, that to #5 who enjoy the Scri- 

ptures as delivered down to us, the only certain and infallible corveyance 

of (God's Jord to us is by them. So that the whole Chriſtian World is obli- 

ged to you for your civil compariſon of them, with thoſe Barbarians who 

either enjoyed not the Scriptures, or in probability were not able to make 

uſe of them, as being probably ignorant of the »ſe of letters. 3. Doth re. 

næus in theſe words ſay, that even theſe Barbarians did believe upon the 

Infallible Teſtimony of the preſent Church? No; he mentions no ſuch thing, 

but that they believed that Tradition of Doctrine which was delivered them 

from the Apoſtles. I ask you then; Suppoſe at that time ſome hoxeſt but 

fallible perſons ſhould have gone info Scythia, or ſome ſuch barbarozs places, 

and delivered the Doctrine of the Goſpel, and atteſting the matter of fact as 

being eye-witneſſes of Chriſt s Miracles, Death, and Reſurrection, whether 

would theſe Barbarians have been bound to believe or no? If not, then 

for all I know, Infidelity is a very excuſable ſin; If they were, 1 pray tell 

me what it was their Faith was reſolved into ; was it an infallible teſtimo- 

ny of fallible Men? And the ſame caſe is, of ſuch who ſhould preach the 

ſame Doctrine from theſe eye-witneſſes in another Generation, and ſo on: 

for although there might be no reaſon to queſtion their teſtimony, yet! 

ſuppoſe you will not ſay, It is Infallible? ſo that ſtill this makes nothing 

tor your purpoſe. 4. Who better underſtood Jrenæus his mind, than Him- 

ſelf ? let us therefore ſee what he elſewhere tells us 2 

Xon per altos diſpoſitionem ſalutis noftrs the foundation and pillar of our Faith who have received 

bellen, felt ent ad ful; 100d gude tune Fe Scriptures. Doth not he tell us, but three Chap- 
tum feru ent aa nos 5 uod quldem tunc M 

preconiaverunt, poſtea vero per Dei volun- ters be fore this, That we have received the method or 


ratem in Scripturis nobis tradiderunt, fun- : g 
rr Doctrine of our Salvation, from thoſe perſons who preach- 


rum. Iren. I, 3. cap. 1. ed it ; which by God's command they after delivered in 

the Scriptures, which were to be the foundation and pil- 

lar of our Faith? Could any thing be more fully ſpoken to our purpoſe 

than this is? Whereby he ſhews us, now the Scriptures are conſigned unto 

us, what that is which our Faith muſt ſtand upon: not the Infalibility of 

the Church, but that IVord of God which is delivered 

ſrenzus 112. 4: cap. 69. Auguſtio 2. to us. This therefore he elſewhere calls the Unmove- 

e ble Canon of our Faith, as S. Auguſtine calls it Divinam 
ſtateram, the Divine Balance we muſt weigh the grounds of our Belief in. 

By which we may gueſs, what little relief you are like to have from 

your ſecond witneſs. S. Auguſtine. Two citations you produce out of him; 

and, I queſtion not, but to make it appear, that neither of thoſe Teſti- 


monies do make for you; and thoſe wery Books afford us ſufficient agaiaſt 
you. 
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"Of the Tnfallibility of Tradition.” Part 1 


in ii enim 


ſunt, inveniuntur i la atmnia, que continent 


che Church ot Rome to judge of Canonical Scriptures, more than Epheſus, Phi 


lippi, Theſſalonica, &c.-To be ſure then, St. Auguſtine was not of our Dif. | 


courſer's mind, as to the judgment of Canonical Books : And why ſhould he 
ſend Men to thoſe Churches which received the Epiſtles, but that there th 

were like to meet with greater ſatisfaction as to the authenticalneſs of the 
Copies of thoſe Epiſtles ? After this, he gives directions for underſtanding 
hard places, Firſt by ditigent reading. and remembring 


que aprt poſita in Scribd he plaineſt places ; for in them (ſaith he) are found all 


fidem, moreſq; vivendi I. 2. c. 9g. thoſe things which contain mutter. of Fait h and Fractice. 


| An excellent citation for your ſeveral pur poſes, eſpe. 
cially when you would prove the Oſſcurity of Senipture, the neceſſity of an 
Infallible Judge, or your Doctrine of Fundament ali gut of St. Auguſtine. And 
then bids them compare obſcure and ae plages together, to underſtand 
the proprieties of words, to get knowledge in the Tongues, to compare Ver. 
ſions, Antecedents and Conſequents, to be skill'd in all bumane Arts and 
Sciences 3 theſe and ſeveral other inſtructions to the ſame purpoſe are the 
ſcope of his following Book. Would any one , "7 <p. mba 


red ſo unluckily upon this Treatiſe of St. Augufline above all others, to 


De Bap- 
dum, c. 
Doaatiit. 
J. 5. c. 24. 


Quad autem nos admonet, ut ad fontem re- 


prove the Infallibiliiy of the Churches Teſlimony as neceſſary to Faith by > 
Could any rate ſtant have delivered his mind more punctually and plain- 
ly than he doth? And can you, or any one elſe that doth but look into that 
Book, imagine that St. Auguſtine ever imagined. that any ſuch thing ſhould 
ever be thought of in the World, as that the Teſtimony of the Church of Rome 
muſt be owned. as the Infallible Foundation of Faith, and the Infallible 
Interpreter of Scripture? But this it is, to converſe with the Fathers only 
by retail, as they are delivered out in parcels to you with directions upon 
them, what «ſe they are for, by Bellarmine and ſuch Artiſts as hirlelf, 
This is, inſtead of quoting the Fathers, to challenge them; and you ſee they 
are not afraid to appear, though to your Shame and Confuſion. 


But for all this you have a reſerve in St. Auguſtine ſtill: Let us ſee what 


quotation that is, which lies ſo in Ambuſcado behind the Hedges, and is ſo 
oth to come out. There is good reaſon for ſo much reſervedreſs ; for when 
we come to ſearch, we find only Buſhes inſtead of Souldjers. I have through- 
ly examined the place you tefer us to, and cannot meet any thing the leaſt 
pertinent to your purpoſe, unleſs the queſtion ofthe lamfulneſa of Hereticks 
Baptiſm, prove your Churches TeStimony to be Jafallible. But it may be, it is 
but a venial miſtake of a Chapter or two, forward or backward, and there 
we may find it. Which when J look into, a oy. ſuſpect that ſome 
Proteſtant had trapanned you intothis Book and place of St. Auguſtine; there 
being ſcarce any Book or place in him more begirt with Arguments againſt 
you than this is. I was at firſt fearful you had quoted Fathers at a peradven- 
ture; but upon my further conſidering the place, I ſoon reftified that mi- 


ſtake. 1 will therefore reckon you up ſome of the moſt probable Citations 


out of St: Auguſtine s Books of +Baptiſme againit the DonatifFs, and chooſe 
which of them you pleaſe to pro ve the neceſſity of an Infallible Teftimony of 
the preſent Church as a foundation of Faith by 21 ſuppoſe, that you intended 1s 
in the next Chapter but one following, where St. Au- 


ctrramus, i. e. ad Apoſtolicam traditio- guſtine cites that paſſage of Cyprian, That we ought fo re- 


nem, e inde canalem in noſtra tempira cur to the Fountain, i. e. to ApoStolical Tradition, and 


dirigamus, optimum eſt, (x fine dubit atione 


faciendum, 


Wee e thence derive the channel into our own times; this, ſaith 

| St. Auguſtine, à the beſt, and without doubt to be done. No 

doubt, you think you owe me great thanks for finding out fo appoſite a place 

for yon, io near that you intended; but, before we have done with it, — 
wl 
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will ſee what little reaſon you have to thank me for it: The place you ſee 

is cited by St. Auguſtine out of Cyprian, in whoſe Epiſtle it is, to Pompeius cypr. ep. 
againſt Stephanns Biſhop of Rome: We therefore conſider, that it was Stephen 74 

who pleaded Cuſtom and Tradition, to which . a... 

rian replies, ¶ hence comes this Tradition, doth it de- oye ati urimne de Dominica 
gend from the Lord's Authority, or from the Commands N — Phy: — 
and Epiſtles of the Apoſtles, for thoſe things are to be done | facienda qua ſcript ſunt teſt atur, &c. 
which are there written? And again, If it be commanded rr 
in the Goſpel, or the Epiſtles, and Ads of the"Apoitles,  verur etiam ſandia har traditio. * 
then let this holy Tradition be obſerved. We ſee then what | | 

St. Cyprian meant by his Apoſtolical Tradition, not one Infallibly atteſted by 

the preſent Church, but that is clearly derived from Scriptere as its foun- 

tain : And therefore brings in the foregoing words on purpoſe to correct 

the Errors of Traditions, that, As when Channels are diverted to a wrong courſe, 

we muſt have recourſe ſ the fountain ʒ ſo we mut in all pretended Traditions of 

the Church, rum ap to the Scriptures as the Fountain head. And whereas Bellar- 

minc's only ſhift to avoid this place of Cyprian, is, by ſay ing that Cyprian ar- 

gued more errantium, 1, e. could not defend one error but by another; ſee 

how different the judgments of St. Auguſtine and Bel/armine are about it: 

for St. Auguſtine is ſo far from blaming it in him, that he ſaith, Optimum eſt 

& ſine dubitatione 1 i. 0 ' It was the beſt and mot prudent courſe to 

revent errors. And in another place where he ment pump eue a 18 
9 that ſaying of Cyprian, It bY. vain for them to ob. —— 3 port tres 


| je# Cuſtom, who are overcome by Reaſon, as though Cu. J conſuttudo mayo fit veritate ; avt non 


| FS i fit in ſpiritualibus ſequendum quod i 
ſtom were greater than Truth; or as though that were — N 3 Spirit — 8 


not to be followed in ſpiritual things, which is revealed by Hoc plane verum eſt, quia ratio & veritas 
the Holy Ghoſt. This ſaith St. Auguſtine, "is evidently dit We Iv Aus. de bap- 
true, becauſe Reaſon and Truth is to be preferred before | 


_ Cuftom. He doth not charge theſe ſayings on him as BeVarmine doth, as part 


of his Errors, but acknowledgeth them, and diſputes againſt his opinion 
out of thoſe Principles.” And when before, the Donatiſis objected the Au- 
thority of St. . in the point of Rebaptization, What kind of anſwer 
doth St. Augu tine give them? The very fame that a- tes Aeon air Ae d Peres 
ny Proteſtant would give. Who knows not that the ſa- 1 — . — — 1 Teſta- 
cred canonical Scripture of the Old and New Teſt ament is menti certis ſuis terminis contineri, eamg; 


contained within certain bounds 3 and ought D far to be omnibus poſterioribusEpiſcoporum literis ita 


ned u |; 3.4 * Je prepont, ur de illd omnino dubitari & diſ- 
prefer d before the ſucceeding Writings of Biſhops, that of ceptari non poſſit, utrum verum, vel utrum 


that alone we are not to doubt or call in queſtion any thing en ft, quicquid in ed ſeriptum eſſe can 
therein written, whether it be rev and ride or * Ba 1 2 * _ ey 
as he ſaith in the following words, ADJ the Writings Ire the confirmation of 
the Canons of Scripture are liable to diſpute, and even Councils themſelves to be 
examined and amended by Councils. Think you then, that St. Auguſtine ever 
thought of a preſent Infabibility in the Church ? Or, if he did, he expreſſed 
it in as odd a manner as ever I read: How eaſily might he have ſtopt the 
mouths of the Doxatiits with that one pretence of Infalibility ? How im- 
pertinently doth he diſpute through al; thoſe Books, if he had believed any 
ſuch thing? It were eaſie to multiply the Citations out of other Books of 
St. Auſtin, to (hew how much he attributed to Scripture, as the only Rule 
of Faith and conſequently, how far from believing your Doctrine of In- 
fallibility. But theſe may ſuffice to ſhew, how unhappily you light on theſe 
Books of St. Auguſtine for the proof of your Opinion out of the Fathers. 
The laſt thing your Diſcourſer objects againſt his Lordſhip's way, is, if b. 18. 
| | - | | the 
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the Church be fallible in the Tradition of Scripture, how can 1 ever be infallibl, 


certain, that ſhe hath not erred de facto, and defined ſome Book to bebe Warq , 


of God, which really is not his Nord? To which I anſwer. If you mean by 
alli, Certaimy ſuch a certainty as muſt have ſome Infal/ible Teitimony 
for the ground of it, you beg the Queſtion : For I deny any ſuch Iafallible 
Teitimony to be at all requiſite for our believing the Canon of Scripture, and 
thetefore you object that as an inconvenience, which I apprehebend to be 
none at all. For Ido not think itany abſurdity to ſay, that I cannot believe up- 
on ſome Infallible Ieſtimony, that the Church hath not erred in defining the 
Canon of Scripture. If by Infallible Certainty you mein ſuch a Certainty as ab- 
ſolutely, excludes a poſſ#bility of Deception z you would do well, firſt to ſhew 
how congruous this 1s to Ae ature in this preſent ſtate, before you 
make ſuch a certainty ſo neceſſary for any act of humane Underſtanding. But, 
if by infallible certainty you mean only ſuch as excludes all poſ#bility. of rea- 


ſonable doubting upon the conſideration of the validity and ſufficiency of 


that Te5Zimony I am to believe the Canon of Scripture upon; then 1 affert, that 
upon making the Churches Teſtimony to be fallible, it doth not at all follow, 
but that I may have ſo great a certainty as excludes the poſſzb;lity of all rea- 
ſonable doubting concerning the Canon of Scripture. For when I ſnppole the 
Churches Teftimony fallible, I do not thereby underſtand, as though there 
were as great reaſon to ſuſpelt her deceived, as not, (nay, I ſay there can be no 
reaſon to ſuſpect her deceived) but by that I underſtand only this, that 
the Church hath not any ſupernatural Infallibility given her in delivering 
ſuch a Ieſſimony, or that ſuch Infal/ibzlity muſt be the foundation of belie- 
ving the thing ſo delivered. For whether I ſuppoſe your particular Church 
of Rozve, or the Catholick Church to be ſupernaturally Infallible in her Traditi- 
ons, there will be the ſame difficulty returning, and an equal impoſſibility 
of vindicating our Faith from the Entanglements of a Circle. For ſtill the 
queſtion unavoidably returns, from whence I believe ſuch a ſupernataral In- 
fallibiliiy in the Church? For in that it is ſupernatural, it muſt ſuppoſe ſome 
promiſe on which it depends, . that promiſe muſt be ſomewhere extant, and 
that can be no where but in Scripture ; therefore when Iam asked, Why I 
believe the Canon of the Scripture to be true; if I anſwer, Becauſe the Tradi- 
tion of the Catbolic Church is Infallible, the queſtion preſently returns, Since 
humane nature is in it (elf fallible, whence comes the Church to have this 


Infallibility 2 If I anſwer, By the afſzſtance of God's Spirit, Tam preſently | 


asked, Since no Man by the light of nature and meer reaſon can be aſſured 
of this; how know you that you are not deceived in believing ſuch an aſſz- 
ſtance & If to this I anſwer, Becauſe God Who is Infallible hath made this 
Promiſe in his Word, I am driven again to the fir? queition, How I know 
this to be God's Word, and muſt anſwer it as before. Upon the Ifallible 
Teitimony of the Catholick, Church. Thus we ſee, how impoſſible it is to a- 
void a Circle in the ſuppoſition of a ſupernatural Infallibility in the Churches 
Tradition. But, if no more be meant but a kind of rational Infallibility, 
{though thoſe Terms be not very proper) 2. e. ſo great evidence, as, if! 
queſtion it, I may, upon equal grounds, queſtion every thing which Man- 
kind yields the fr meſt 4ſſent to, becauſe I cannot imagine, that ſo great a 
part of the wiſeſt, and moſt conſiderative part of the World ſhould be ſo 
grolly deceived in a matter of fuch moment (eſpecially ſuppoſing a Divine 

rovidence) then I freely and heartily aſſert, We have ſuch a kind of ra- 


tional Infallibility ; er rather the higheſt degree of adlual Certainty concer- 


ning the Truth of the Canon of Scripture ; and that the Catholick 2 
| | | hat 
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hath not de facto erred in defining it. Thus | have followed your diſcour- 

ſing Chriſtian through all his doubts and perplexities, and upon the reſult, 
can find no ground at all either of doubting concerning the Scripture, or of 
be.ieving the Teſtimony of your Church, or any, to be an infallible ground 

of Faith. Your next paſſage is, to tell us how his Lordſhips Dedalian wind- 

ings (as you finely call them) are diſentricated: A happy Man you are at P. 25. 
ſquaring Circles, and getting out ot [.abyriaths, And thus it appears in 

che preſent caſe. For when his Lordſhip had ſaid, That the !radition of 

the Church is too weak, becanſe that is not abſolutely Divine; you repeat over 

your already exploded Propoſition, that there may be an infallible Ieftimony 

which is not abſolutely Divine; which, when I have your faculty of wri- 

ting things, which neither you nor any one elſe can underſtand, I may ad- 

mit of; but till then, I muſt humbly beg your pardon, as not being able to 

aſſent to any thing which I cannot underſtand, and have no reaſon to be- 

lieve. And withal, contrary to your ſecond Anſwer, it appears, That if 

the Teſtimony of the Primitive, were abſolutely Divine, becauſe infallible, the 
Teſtimony of the preſent Church, mult be abſolntely Divine, it it be infal- 

lible. 

The reſt of this Chapter is ſpent in the examining ſome bye citations of s. 1s 

Men of your own lide chiefly, and therefore it is very little material as to 

the truth or falſhood of the preſent Conttoverſie ; yet, becaule you ſeem to 
triumph ſo much aſſoon as you are off the main buſineſs, I ſhall briefly 

return an Anſwer to the ſubſtance of what you ſay. His Lordſhjp having 
aſſerted the Tradition of the Primitive Apoſtolical Church to be Divine, and that p. 85, a. 
the Church of England doth embrace that us much as any Church whatſoever, 20. 
withal adds, That when S. Auguſtine ſaid, [ would not 

believe the Goſpel, unleſs the Authority of the Catholick rei vero Evangelio non crederem, niſi me 
Church moved me; ſome of your own will not endure it young ro * 1 
ſhould be underſtood, ſave of the Church in the time of | 

the Apoſtles only; and ſome, of the Church in general, not excluding after Ages: 

byt ſure to include Chriſt and his Apoſtles. in your Anſwer to this, you inſult 
ſtrangely over his Lordſhip in two things, Firſt, That he ſhould ſay Some, and 
mention but one in his Maroent. 2. lhat that One doth not ſay, what he cites 

out of him. To the firſt | aniwer, you might eaſily obſerve, the ule his Lord. Ibid. n. 7 
ſoip makes of his Margent, is not ſo much to bring clear and diſtinct proots 

of what he writes in his Book, but what hath ſome reference to what he 

there ſays: and therefore it was no abſurdity for him to ſay in his Book in- 
definitely ſome, and yet in his Margent only to mention Occham For, when 

his Lordſhip writ that, no doubt his mind was upon others, who aſſerted 

the ſame thing, tho' he did not had his Margent with thetn. And, that 

you may ſee, I have realon for what I (ay, I hope you will not ſuppoſe his 
Lordſhip unacquainted with the Teſtimonies of thoſe of your fide, who do 

in terms aſſert this. That I may therefore tree you from ail kind of ſuſpi— 

cion ; What think you of Gerſon, when, (peaking of the greater Authority 

of the Primitive Church than of the preſent : he adds, 

Aud by this means we come to underſtand, what S. Au- Et fic aeritun mudus intelligendt i lud Au- 


: n guſtini, Evargelio non crederem, niſi me au- 
guſtine ſaid, I would not believe the Goſpel, &c. For fberitas Eceleſia compuliſſet. Isi dem enjr 
there, faith he, he takes the Church for the Primitive (on- Eccleſiam ſumit, pro primitivd congregatio- 


. ; : ne fidelium eorum, qui Chriflum viderunt 
gregation of Believers, who Jaw and heard Chriſt, and audierunt, & ſui teſtes fuerunt. Gerſon. 


were witneſſes of what he did. Is not this Teſtimony te. 2. de vita ſpirituali an Coroll. ) 


plain enough for you? But, behdes this, we have ano- 
ther as evident, in whom are thoſe very words, which his [ ordſhip by a 
lapſe 
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Chap. VI. Of the Iofallibilty of Tradition, 191 
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hath not de facto erred in defining it. Thus | have followed your diſcour- 
ſing Chriſtian through all his doubts and perplexities, and upon the reſult, 
can find no ground at all either of doubting concerning the Scripture, or of 
believing the Teſtimony of your Church, or any, to be an infallible ground 
of Faith. Yournext paſſage is, to tell us how his Lordſhips Dedalian wind- | 
ings (as you finely call them) are diſintricated: A happy Man you are at F. 78. 
ſquaring Circles, and getting out of Lebyrinths. And thus it appears in 
the preſent caſe. For when his Lordſhip had ſaid, That the Tradition of 


the Church is too weak, becauſe that is not abſolutely Divine; you repeat over 


your al ready exploded Propoſition, that there may be an infallible Teſtimony 
which is not abſolutely Divine ; which, when I have your faculty of wri- 
ting things, which neither you nor any one elſe can underſtand, I may ad- 
mit of; but till then, I muſt humbly beg your pardon, as not being able to 
aſſent to any thing which I cannot underſtand, and have no reaſon to be- 
lieve. And withal, contrary to your ſecond Anſwer, it appears, That i 
the Teſtimony of the Primitive, were abſolutely Divine, becauſe infallible, the 
Teſtimony of the preſent Church, muſt be abſolntely Divine, if it be infal- 


* lible. 


The reſt of this Chapter is ſpent in the examining ſome bye citations of s. 19: 
Men of your own fide chiefly, and therefore it is very little material as to 
the truth or falſhood of the preſent Controverſie ; yet, becauſe you ſeem to 
triumph ſo much aſſoon as you are off the main buſineſs, I ſhall briefly 
return an Anſwer to the ſubſtance of what you ſay. His Lordſhip having 
aſſerted the Tradition of the Primitive Apoſtolical Church to be Divine, and that p. 81, a, 
the Church of England doth embrace that as much as any Church whatſoever, 20. 
withal adds, That when S. Auguſtine ſaid, I would not 


| believe the Goſpel, unleſs the Authority of the Catholic es vero Evangelio non crederem, niſi me 


N Catholics Eccl 1 
Church moved me; ſome of your own will not endure it Pang 171 oY ne 1 aut borito 


ſhould be underſtood, ſave of the Church in the time of 

the Apoſtles only; and ſome, of the Church in general, not excluding after Ages: 

but ſure to include Chriſt and his Apoſiles. In your Anſwer to this, you inſult 
ſtrangely over his Lordſhip in two things, Firſt, That he ſhould ſay Some, and 

mention but one in his Margent. 2. That that One doth not ſay, what he cites 

out of him. To the firſt | anſwer, you might eaſily obſerve, the uſe his Lord- Ibid. n. 5. 
ſoip makes of his Margent, is not ſo much to bring clear and diſtinct proofs | 
of what he writes in his Book, but what hath ſome reference to what he 

there ſays: and therefore it was no abſurdity for him to ſay in his Book in- 
definitely ſome, and yet in his Margent only to mention Occham For, when 

his Lordſhip writ that, no doubt his mind was upon others, who aſſerted 

the ſame thing, tho' he did not load his Margent with them. And, that 

you may ſee, I have reaſon for what I ſay, I hope you will not ſuppoſe his 
Lordſhip unacquainted with the Teſtimonies of thoſe of your ſide, who do 

in terms aſſert this. That I may therefore free you from all kind of ſuſpi- 

cion ; What think you of Gerſan, when, (peaking of the greater Authority 

of the Primitive Church than of the preſent : he adds, | 

Aud by this means we come to underſtand, what S. Au- Et fic aperitur modus intelligendi ilud Au- 
guſtine ſaid, I would not believe the Goſpel, &c. For f 3 2 


Ibidem enini 
there, ſaith he, he takes the Church for the Primitive Con- Eccleſiam ſumit, pro primitiv4 congregatio- 


gregation of Believers, who ſaw and heard Chriſt, and 2 G ſui tele ; ay 
were witneſſes of what he did. Is not this Teſtimony tc, 2. de vita ſpirituaſi an Coroll. 7 
plain enough for you? But, beſides this, we have ano- | 
ther as evident, in whom are thoſe very words, which his Lordſbip by a 


lapfe 


bo —— 


192 of the Infallibility of E radition, | part 


Hee autem quod an eft de approbatione it 3s anderſtood only of the Church which was in the Apo- 
Pak ap" fait — — qui ſtlet times, who were filled with the Holy Spirit, and with 


fuerunt repleti Spirit Santto, & nibilomi- ſaw the Miracle of Chriſt, and heard his Doctrine; 4 


* — 1 . on that account were convenient witneſſes of all which 


lapſe of memory, attributes to Occhaw : For Durandus plainly ſays, That 
for what concerns the approbation of Scripture by theChurch, 


entes teſtes omnium que Chriſt fecit aut Chriſt did, or taught, that by their Teſtimony, the Seri. 


docuit, ut 


continens facta fy difta Chriſti, approbare- 


eorum teſtimonium Scriptura, pture containing the actions and ſpeeches of Chriſt, migh 


tur, Durand. I. 3. diſt. 24-9. 1. ſet. g. receive approbation. Do you yet deſire a Teſtimo 


P. 79. 


more expreſs and full, than this is, of one who doth 
underſtand the Church excluſively of all ſucceſſive to the Apoſtles, when he 
had, juſt before, produced that known Teſtimony of S. A»guſtine 2 You 
ſee then, the Biſhop had ſome reaſon to ſay, Some of your Church aſſerted 
this to be S. Auguſtine's meaning; and therefore your Inſtances of ſome, 
where but one is meant, are both impertinent and ſcurrilous. For, where 
it is evidently known, there was but one, it were a Soleciſm to ſay ſome; 
as to ſay, that ſome of the Apoſiles betrayed Chriſt, when it is known, that 
none but Judas did it. But, if I ſhould ſay, that ſome Jeſuits had writ for 
the killing of Kings, and in the Margent ſhould cite Mariana, no perſon 
converſant in their writings, would think it a Soleciſm ; for tho'l produce 
him for a remarkable Inſtance, yet that doth not imply, that I have none 
elſe to produce, but only that the mentioning of one, might ſhew I was not 
without proof of what I ſaid. For your impudent oblique ſlander on the 
memory of that excellent Prelate Arch-Biſhop Cranmer, when you ſay, If « 
Catholick to diſgrace the Proteſtant Primacy of Canterbury, ſhould ſay, Some 
of them carried a holy Siſter lockd up in a Cheſt about with them, and name 
ranmer only in the Margent; His memory is infinitely above your flyeſt . 
detractions; and withal, when you are about ſuch a piece of Criticiſm, 1 
pray, tell me, what doth ſome of them relate to? Is Primacy the name of 
ſome Men? Juſt as if one ſhould diſgrace the See of Rowe, and ſay, Some of 
them have been Atheiſts, Magicians, debauched, &c. Tho' I confeſs, it were 
a great injury in this caſe, to cite but one in the Margent, unleſs in pity to 
the Reader; yet, you may ſooner vindicate ſome of them from a Soleciſm 
in Language, when the See of Rome went before, than any of them: from 
thoſe Soleciſms in manners, which your own Authors have complained of. 
But, ſay you, What if this ſingular- plural ſay no ſuch thing, as the words 
alledged by the Biſhop ſigniſie? I have already granted it to have been a very 
venial miſtake of memory in his Lordſhip of Occham for Durandus, in 
whom thoſe very words are which are in the Margent of his Lordſhips 
Book, us appears in the Teſtimony already produced. I acknowledge 
therefore, that Occham in that place of his Dialogues, doth ſpeak of the 
Catholick Church of all Ages, comprehending the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts in 
it; and in this ſenſe he ſaith, that place of S. Augaſtine is to be underſtood. 
But, what advantage this is to your cauſe, I cannot imagine. For, what 
if the Catholick Church be taken in that comprehenſive ſenſe, to include not 
only the Apoſtles, but the Church ſucceſſively from their times > Doth it 
hence follow, That it is not day tho the Sun ſhines ? Or rather, Doth it not 
follow, That you are not ſo quick-ſghted as you would ſeem to be? And, 
Whether his Lordſhip or you come nearer the meaning of Occham's words, 
let any one judge. For they who ſpeak of the Church in that comprehen- 
ſive ſence, do only ſuppoſe the Infallibilitj to have been in the Primitive 
Apoſtolical Church, but the ſucceſſive Church to be only the chanel of convey- 
ance of that Teſtimony down to us, and ſo they ſay no more than ods 
us 
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ThusDriedo expounds that place of & Auguſte z ss 
vnderſt and: it of the Catholick Church, wis . om 2 c te, | 
the 2 of the Chriftian Faitb, increaſing accord- n e fids atholics que fuit ab 


ants a+ Dry | ; 4. fai, ſecundum ſuc. 
ing to the courſe of ſucceſſion of Biſhops to theſe times, | celſtmis | Ce Nang 2 uſqv, 
which Church 8 in it the College of Apoſtles. Colors r 
Do you think that theſe Men did believe a preſent I i S . 
falibiliiß in the Church? If ſo, To what end are they ß 
ſo careful to carry it 2 high as the Apoſtle,? Whereas, on your Principle 
ve can have no aſſurance concerning any thing that the;4poſiles did or ſaid 
but only for the Infallibhili of thepreſent Church: You mult therefore un- 
derſtand the preſent Church excluſively of the Apoſtolical Church ; and there- 
fore if 8 Auguſtine be underſtood in theſt ſenſe, he ig far enough from ſer. 
ving your purpoſes; But, ſay you, It is evident, that S. Avguſthne muſt 
ah, of the Church in bis time, becauſe he ſpeaks of that Church which ſaid ib 
2 Noli credere Manichzo, which was wot true of the Apoſtolical Church s 
But, Why might not che Apofolical Church be a reaſon to S. Auguſtine, not 
to believe Manichess, lle he found no footſteps of his Doctfine in the 
| Records of that Church? Again, 1 he means the preſent Church, Doth © 
he mean the infallible Teſtimony of the preſent Church 2 Might not the Te- 
ſtimony of the Chxrch, ſuppoſing it fallible, be ſufficient for what S8. Au- 
guſtine (airy of it > 1 doubt it not: And, you ſeem to Have no great confi- 
dence in this Teſtimony, your ſelf, when you add, That #hough it be a point 
of Faith to believe that the Church is infalible,* is delivering Scripture to ws, © 
jet it in not a point of Faith, that her Infallibility # proved ont of the cited place 
of S. Auguſtine. Bui, wben you ſay, it is ſufficient that it be clear and mani- 
| feſt out of the Text it ſelf, what text do you mean? S. Auguſtine's, or the 
* Scriptures > If St. Auguſtine's, you would do well to ſhew, by what engines 
you force Tfalibility out of his words ; if the Sriptures, What becomes 
of our good Motive of Credlibiliiy ? „ ts od 
When his Lordſhip objects, That according to your Principles, the Tradi- 5 20. 
tion of the p eſent Church muſt be as infallible as that of the Primitive, you ve- 2-81 -n.2t. 
ry learnedly diſtinguiſh, That if be meant, the one muſt be as truly and really p. 80. 
infal/ible, quoad ſubſtantiam, & the"other, you grant it: But if he mean, . 25 
one muſt be as highly and perfecłly infallible, as the other, quoad modutn, you 
deny it. Very good (till! It ſcems there are higher and lower degrees in 
Infallibility. I pray tell us, What that is which is gore than infallible? 
The preſent Church ( you Tay. TDs, not ſo highly and perfectly in- 
feliible, therefore there muſt be d eig Infal3bility; and ſiace the loweſt 
degree is infallible, that which is allble, mult be more than infali- 
ble. Again, What difference is there between the ſubſtance and the mode 
in Ixfallibility? I had thought, the ſubſtance of Infallibility had lain in the 
mode 3 and I ſhould rather think Infalbility it ſelf to be a mode of Appre- 
benſion, than talk of ſubflance antimodes.in it. But, it may be, you mean 
fuch kind of modes of Infallibility, as abſolute and hypothetitul. If you do fo, 
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t explain your ſelf by them; and that we may better underſtand your mean- 
t ing, ſhew us whether the Church be at all capable of abſolute Lali $ 
t if not, What difference there is in degrees between the hypothetical Iafalli- 


bility of the preſent and Primitive Church, ſuppoſing both ffallible in deli- 
vering their Teſtimony, and no otherwiſe. -oY, you yet again add, Of 
ie Churches Teſtimony being infallible, but not ſmply Divine, but it ig the in- 
kallible Teſtimony of a deſperate cauſe, to have but one bad ſhift, and to 
„ ... ant} 23000, 8 any Hg! * 
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lapſe of memory, attributes to Occhamw : For Durandis plainly ſays, The 
for what concerns the approbation of Scripture by theChurch, 


Hoc autem quod diftum eſi de approbatime f ir anderſtood only of the Church which was in the Apo- 


Scripture per Ecceſiam, intelligit ur plum de . , 
Accleſii que fuit tempore Apoſtolorum, qui [Fes times, who were filled with the H. 


0 
uerunt repleti Spiritu Santo, & nibilomi- ſaw the Miracle 0 Chri and heard 
— viderunt miracula Chriſti & audierunt ſe f a ſt 2 


? Spirit, and withal, 
is Doctrine; and 


ä & ob bec farruns convent: 0% that account were convenient witneſſes of all which 
entes teſtes omnium que Chriſtus fecit aut Chriſt did, or taught, that by their Teſtimony, the Scri- 


docuit, u 


2 eorum teſtimenium Scriptura, pture containing the actions and ſpeeches of Chriſt, might 


continens facta ( difta Chriſti, approbare- i p A 
tur. Durand. x4 diſt, = 1. cd. 9. receive approbation. Do you yet deſire a Teſtimony 
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more expreſs and full, than this is, of one who duth 
underſtand the Church excluſively of all ſucceſſive to the Apoffles, when he 
had, juſt before, produced that known Teſtimony of S. A»guſtine £ You 
ſee then, the Biſhop had ſome reaſon to ſay, Some of your Church aſſerted 
this to be S. Augultine's meaning; and therefore your Inſtances of ſome, 
where but one is meant, are both impertinent and ſcurrilous. For, where 
it is evidently known, there was but one, it were a Soleciſm to ſay ſome; 
as to ſay, that ſome of the Apoſtles betrayed Chriſt, when it is known, that 
none but Judas did it. But, if I ſhould ſay, that ſome Jeſuits had writ for 
the killing of Kings, and in the Margent ſhould cite Mariana, no perſon 
converſant in their writings, would think it a Solęciſm; for tho' I produce 
him for a remarkable Inſtance, yet that doth not imply, that I have none 
elſe to produce, but only that the mentioning of one, might ſhew I was not 
without proof of what I ſaid. For your impudent oblique ſlander on the 
memory of that excellent Prelate Arch-Biſbop Cranmer, when you ſay, If i 
Catholick to diſgrace the Proteſtant Primacy of Canterbury, ſhould ſay, Some 
of them carried a holy Sifter lockd up in a Cheſt about with them, and name 


Cranmer only in the Margent; His memory is infinitely above your ſlyeſt 


detractions; and withal, when you are about ſuch a piece of Criticiſm, l 
pray, tell me, what doth ſome of them relate to? Is Primacy the name of 
ſome Men? Juſt as if one ſhould diſgrace the See of Rome, and ſay, Some of 
them have been Atheiſts, Magicians, debauched, &c. Tho' I confeſs, it were 
a great injury in this caſe, to cite but ane in the Margent, unleſs in pity to 
the Reader; yet, you may ſooner vindicate ſome of them from a Solęciſu 
in Language, when the See of Rome went before, than any of them from 
thoſe Solwciſms in manners, which your own Authors have complained of, 

But, ſay you, What if this ſingular- plural ſay no ſuch thing, as the words 
alledged by the Biſhop ſegnifie 2 I have already granted it to have been a very 
venial miſtake of memory in his Lordſhip of Occham for Durandus, in 
whom thoſe very words are which are in the Margent of his Lordſhips 
Book, us appears in the Teſtimony already produced. I acknowlcdge 
therefore, that Occham in that place of his Dialogues, doth ſpeak of the 
Catholick Church of all Ages, comprehending the Apoſiles and Evangeliſts in 
it; and in this ſenſe he ſaith, that place of S. Auguſtine is to be underſtood. 
But, what advantage this is to your cauſe, I cannot imagine. For, what 
if the Catholick Church be taken in that comprehenſive ſenſe, to include not 
only the Apoſtles, but the Church ſucceſſively from their times > Doth it 
hence follow, That it is not day tho the Sun ſhines ? Or rather, Doth it not 
follow, That you are not ſo quick-ſghted as you would ſeem to be? And, 
Whether his Lordſhip or you come nearer the meaning of Occhaw's words, 
let any one judge. For they who ſpeak of the Church in that comprehen- 
five ſence, do only ſuppoſe the Infallibilit to have been in the Primitive 
Apoſtolical Church, but the ſucceſſive Church to be only the chanel of convey- 


ance of that Teſtimony down to us, and ſo they ſay no more than we do. 


Thus 
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Chap. VI. Of ibe Hifallili 
us Driedo expounds that place of 8. Auguſtine 3 who * 
— it — — Catholick Church, which was ffom — ory fe. "es Evangelio, Ce. 
* . , p< el ae Eccieſia Catholica que fuit ab 
the beginning of the Chriſtian Faith, increaſing accord- initio Chriftiane fidsi, ſecundum wh. * 
ing to the courſe of ſucceſſion of Biſhops to theſe times, cim Byiſcaporuia creſcens ad bar uſqu, 
which Church comprehends in it the College of Apoſtles. Collins 8 inn, 
Do you think that theſe Men did believe a preſent In- |. 4 cap. 4, * 
fallibjlity in the Church? If ſo, To what end are they | 
ſo careful to carry it ſo high as the Apoſtles? Whereas, on your Principle 
we can have no aſſurance concerning any thing that the Apoſtles did or ſaid | 
but only for the Infal/ibility of the preſent Church. You muſt therefore un- | 
derſtand the preſent Church excluſively of the Apoſtolical Church; and there- 
fore if 8. Auguſtine be underſtood in their ſenſe, he is far enough from ſer- 
ving your purpoſes. But, ſay you, It js evident, that S. Auguſtine muſt | 
ak, of the Church in his time, becauſe he ſpeaks of that Church which ſaid to | 
im, Noli credere Manichzo, which was rot true of the Apoſtolical Church 2 
But, Why might not the Apoſtolical Church be a reaſon to S. Auguſtine, not 
to believe Manichæus, becauſe he found no footſteps of his Doctrine in the 
Records of that Church? Again, ſuppoſe he means the preſent Church, Doth 
he mean the infallible Teſtimony of the preſent Church 2 Might not the Te- 
ſtimony of the Chxrch, ſuppoſing it fallible, be ſufficient for what S. Au- 
guſtine ſaith of it? I doubt it not: And, you ſeem to have no great confi- 
dence in this Teſtimony, your ſelf, when you add, That though it be a point 
of Faith to believe that the Church is infallible, in delivering Scripture to ns, 
jet it is not a point of Faith, that her Infallibility i proved ont of the cited place 
of S. Auguſtine. But, when you ſay, it is ſufficient that it be clear and mani- 
feſt out of the Text it ſelf, what text do you mean? S. Auguſtine's, or the 
Scriptures > If St. Auguſtine's, you would do well to ſhew, by what engines 
you force Infallibility out of his words; if the Scriptures, What becomes 
of our good Motives of Credibility 2 
When his Lordſhip objects, That according to your Principles, the Tradi- 8. 20. 
tion of the pheſent Church muſt be as infallible as that of the Primitive, you ve- P. 81.5. al. 
ry learnedly diſtinguiſh, That if he means, the one muſt be as truly and really p. 80. 
infallible, quoad ſubſtantiam, 4 the other, you grant it: But if he mean, the | 
one muſt be as highly and perfectly infallible, as the other, quoad modum, you 
deny it. Very good (till ! It ſeems there are higher and lower degrees in 
Infallibility. I pray tell us, what that is which is wore than infallible 2 
The preſent Church (you ſay) # infallible, but not ſo highly and perfectly in- 
fallible, therefore there muſt be degrees in Infallibility ; . ſiace the loweſt 
degree is infallible, that which is highty-infal/ible, muſt be more than infalli- 
ble. Again, What difference is there between the ſabſtance and the mode 
in Infallibility? I had thought, the ſubſtance of Infallibility had lain in the 
mode; and I ſhould rather think Infal/ibility it ſelf to be a mode of Appre- 
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d. benſion, than talk of ſubflance and modes in it. But, it may be, you mean 
lat | ſuch kind of modes of Infallibility, as abſolute and hypothetical. If you do fo, 
10t ' explain your ſelf by them; and that we may better underſtand your mean- 
it ing, ſhew us whether the Church be at all capable of abſolute Infalibility ; 
\ot if not, What difference there is in degrees between the hypothetical Infalli- 
id, bility of the preſent and Primitive Church, ſuppoſing both infallible in deli- 
Is, vering their Teſtimony, and no otherwiſe. For you yet again add, Of 
_ the Churches Teſtimony being infallible, but not ſemply Divine, but it is the in- 
HP fallible Teſtimony of a deſperate cauſe, to have but one bad ſhift, and to 
* uſe it ſo often. | | | | 


129 C c | Becauſe 


« 8 


* * 
LI 
: » 
. 


194 


li. / 


"Of the Infallibility of Tradition. © Part! 


P. 32, 


Ego vero non; c. To which you very prudently ſay nothing. 


Becauſe you would be , to ſay, That upon his Lordſbip's rejecting the 
Infallibility of Tradition, he left no uſe at all of it; He therefore tells 
Notwithi#anding that, it is ſerviceable for very good ends, that it induces bn 
dels to the reading and conſideration of Scripture, and that it inſtructs novices 
and doubters in the Faith; which two ends ( you ſay) fall ſhort of the end of 
Tradition; For (ſay you) it founds and eſtabliſhes Believers, even the greateſs 
DoFors of the Church; tor which you cite again this ſame place of S. Ay. 
guſtine. But did not his Lordſhip tell you, that ſome of your own under. 
ſtood that very place, either of Novices or Infidels 2 For which, beſides the 
Teſtimony of {ome of your own party, he adds this reaſon, becauſe the 
words immediately before are, If you find one qui Evangelio nondum credit, 
which did not yet believe the Goſpel, What wouldſt thou do to make him believe: 


Concerning Jacobus Almayn's Opinion, That we are firſt, and more, bound 
to believe the Church than the Scripture 5 you would ſeem in terms to diſfavow 
it, tho' very faintly ; it is not altogether true; and hope to ſalve it by a di. 
ſtinction of priority of time and nature: and yon acknowledge, That in pri, 
ority of nature we are firſt bound to believe the Church ; and, I ſuppoſe, in pri. 
ority of time too, it we believe the Scripture: for the Churches ſake : Vet, you 
would not have it ſaid, That we are more bound to believe the Church than Scri. 
pture; but it is not what you would have properly (aid, but what follows 
from that antecedent, which Jacobus Almayn puts. It is certain, faith he, 
that we are bound to believe all things contained in the Sacred Canon, upon that 
account alone, becauſe the Church believes them; therefore we are firſt, and 
more, bound to believe the Church than the Scripture, which is ſo evident a 
conſequence, that nothing but ſhame would make you deny it. | 

Touching Almayns and Gerſor's reading compelleret tor commoveret, his 
Lordſhip ſaith, That Almayn falſiſies the Text notoriouſly 5 you ſay, N; 
but you had rather charitably think, they both read it ſo in ſome Copies ; his 
Lordſhip produceth à very ancient MS. for the common reading, you none 
at all for that, but only the concurrent Teſtimonies of ſome Schoolmen, who 
muſt be confeſſed to be excellent Criticks, and well verſed in ancient MSS. 
unleſs where they met with a little Greek, or ſome hard Latin words; and 
among whom, the miſtake of one would paſs current for want of exami- 
ning Copies, let the Reader therefore judge, whether Judgment be more 
probable : But, I think it not worth while to ſay more abont it. 

ln your vindication of the Authority of Canas, you make ule of a very 
filly piece of Sophiſtry; for, ſay you, Though he make Infidels and Novices in 
the Faith, to be convinced by the Authority of the Church; yet, you ſay, It doth 
not follow, that he makes the ſaid Authority a fallible, but a certain and ſure 
way to make them believe it. But, x. The Queſtion is, Whether Canas doth 
underſtand that place of S. Auguſtine, of Infidels and Novices or no? 2. Sup- 
poſe he ſays, It 3s a ſure way, Doth it therefore follow, that it is a» infalli- 
ble way? ls nothing certain but what is infallible? I hope you are certain 
that the Church of Rome is the Catholick Church; but, Are you infallible that 
ſhe is ſo? If you advance all certainty to infalibility, or bring down all In- 
fallibility to Certainty, every Chriſtian is as infallible as your Church is: For, I 
makeno queſtion, but that every good Chriſtian is certain of the Grounds and 
Principles of his Religion. The ſame thing you return upon again ( after 
to little purpoſe you multiply words about Canus and Stapleton's Teſtimo- 
nies.) For, ſay you, becauſe S. Auguſtine (peaks of a ſure way, therefore he 
muſt mean an ixfallible way, as though what was not ſupernaturally infalli- 
ble, was preſently u»ſure. I pray, tell me, Are you ſure that two and 3 | 
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make four £ Yet, 1 hope you will not ſay, You are ſeper naturally Iufallible 
that they do ſo I hope, you are.ſure,/there is a Pope at Rome, and a good- 

ly College of Cardinals there, but, Are you infallible in this ? It is not 
then certainly the ſame, to deny a thing to be infalible, and to make it s- 
ſure : And, you ate either very weak, or very wilful, in ſaying ſo. In what 
ſenſe this ſo much controverted place of St, Auguſtiue is to be underſtood, * 
will be afterwards diſcuſſed; an whether it be intended wholly for la- 
del or no: Only I ſhall take notice now, how, in the Ia words of this 
Chapter, you would again infer Infallibilu from undoubted Certainty, For,” 
ſay you, the Church in b. A YO time, e lee med ber ſelf Ae, cer- 
tain, that the Goſpel war the Infallible Wor. of God; for otherwiſe ſhe might 

be deceived her ſelf, and deceive athers inan be m to believe that toy 
be God's Word, which was, only the word of 42 „ hat is it you would : 
infer from all this? For we believe the Church as undoubtedly certain, a 
may be, that the Scriptures are God's Nord; yet we are far enough from be⸗ 
lieving that her Teſtimony now is ſupernaturally Infallible. * 
| 1 N Pa | 
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Tue Proteſtant Way of rcolving Faith: 


Several Principles premiſtd bat order to it. Mbe diſtin Queſtions ſet down, 
and their ſeveral Reſolutions given. The Trath of Matters of FaJ, the Di- 
vinity of the Doctrine, and of the Books of Scripture, diitindly reſolved in- 
to their proper Grounds. Moral Certainty'a ſufficient Foundation for Faith, 
and yet Chriſtian Religion proved to be Infallibly True. How Apoitolical Tra- 

dition made by bis Lordſhip a Foundation of Faith. Of the certainty we 
have of the Copies of Scripture, and the Authority of them. St. Auguſtine's 
Teſtimony concerning Church- Authority, largely diſcuſſed and vindicated. 
Of the private Spirit, and the neceſſity of Grace. His Lordſhip s way of re- 
ſeloing Faith vindicated. How far Scripture may be ſaid to be known by its 

_ own Light. The ſeveral Teſtimonies of Bellarmine, Brierly, and Hooker, 
cleared. 8 taſty | 


1 


Pine thus far followed you through all your intricacies and wind- Ss i. 
ings, and ſhewed, with what diligence and ſubtilty you would jug- 
gle Men out of their Faith, undera pretence of Infallibility ; it will be ne- 
ceſſary for. the vindicating our Doctrige and the clearing this important 
Controverſie with all evidence and perfpicuity, to lay down thoſe certain 
grounds which we build our Faith upon. And, although it be one of the 
der of your Modern Artifices to perſwade the World, that Protestants 
ve no certain grounds of Faith at all, yet I doubt not but to make it e- 
vident, that the way taken by the moſt judicious and conſiderative Prote- 
ſtents, is as ſatisfactory and reaſonable, as I have already made it appear, 
that yours is unreaſonable and ridiculous.” Which I ſhall the rather do, 
becauſe through the want of a clear and diſtin apprehenſion of the true 
way of reſolving Faith, no Controverſie in Religion hath been more ob- 
ſcure and involved, than this hath been. Therefore for our more diſtinct 
method of proceeding, I ſhall firſt endeavour to prevent Miſunderſtan- 
ding, by premiſing ſeveral things which are neceſſary for a through open- 
ing the ſtate of the Controvetſie, and then come to the reſolution of it. 
The things then I would premiſe, are theſe following: — - 

| | Cc-2 I. That 
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1. That we eaquire not after the reaſon, why we aſſent to what 3s divine. 
ly revealed, but after the reaſon why we believe any thing to be a Divine Re. 
velation. Therefore when Men ſpeak, of the ſaſt reſolution of Faith into 
the Veracity of God revealing, they ſpeak that which is undoubtedly true 
but it reacheth not our preſent enquiry. I freely grant, that the hie 
reaſon why any thing is believed, is-upon the Tei#imony. of him from 
whom it comes; and the greater the knowledge and fidelity is, of him 
whoſe Teſtimony I believe, the ſtronger my Aſent is, ſuppoſing I have ſuf. 
ficient evidence that it is his Teſtimony, - But that is not our preſent Que. 
ſtion ; for it being taken for granted among all Chriſtians, that God's Toi. 
mony is abſolutely Infallible, there. can no diſpute ariſe concerning the 
E of re{olving*Faith, ſuppoſing God's Revelation to be ſufficiently 
known. For no one queſtions at God's Veracity, however diſcovered, is 
a ſufficient ground for Faith; but all the queſtion is, How we come to 
know wherein this Veracity of God doth diſcover it felfz or what thoſe 
things are which are immediately revealed by him. Therefore to tell us, 
that the reſolution of Faith is into God's InfallibleTeftimany, without ſhey- 
ing on what account this Teſtimony is to be believed to be from God, is, to 
tell us that which no one doubts of, and to eſcape that which is the main 
queſtion. For in caſe Iſaac ſhould have denied fubmiſhon to his Father, 
Will when he went to be ſacrificed, till he could be ſatisfied concerni 

the lawfulneſs of that action which his Fatber went about; Do you think 
it had been (atisfaftory to him, if Abraham had told him, that God had 
power to relax his own Laws, and therefore he need not queſtion the 
lawfulneſs of the action; might not Iſaac have preſently anſwered, That 
he did not queſtion, but what God commanded was lawful; but that he 


deſired, was, ſome evidence that he had a Revelation for what he did. And 


the anſwer to this had been only pertinent and ſatisfactory. So that he 
might have no reaſon to queſtion it, although he did not believe any thing 
more than common Fidelity in his Father's Teſtimony. For God never, 
hen Revelations were moſt common) thought it neceſſary to multiply 
Revelations ſo far, as to make one neceſſary to atteſt another; but that fe- 
velation which was communicated to one was obligatory to all concerned in 
ic, though they could have nothing but Moral Certainty for it. By this it 
appears, that when we now ſpeak of the Reſolution of Faith, though the 
utmoſt reaſon of our aſſent is, that Infalſibility which is ſuppoſed in Di- 
vine Teftimony, yet the neareſt and moſt proper reſolution of it, is, into 
the grounds inducing us to believe.that ſuch a Teſtimony is truly Divine, 
and the reſolution of this cannot be into any Divine Teſtimony without a 
Proceſs in infinitum. „ FARE | 
2. That when we ſpeak of the reſolution of Faith, by Faith we underſtand 

a rational and diſcurſive AF of the Mind. For Faith being an aſſert upon 
Evidence, or Reaſon inducing the Mind to aſſent, it muſt be a rational and 
diſcurſive AF ; and ſuch a one that one may be able to give an account of 
to another. And this account which Men are able to give why they do be- 
lieve, or on what ground they do it, is that which we call reſolving Faith. 
And by this it appears, that whatever reſolves Faith into its efficient cauſe, 
(which ſome improperly call the TIeſtimony of the Spirit) though it may be 
true, yet comes not home to the queſtion. For if by the Teſtimony of the 
Spirit be meant that Operation of the Spirit whereby ſaving Faith is wrought 
in us, then it gives no account from the thing to be believed, why we f- 
ſent to it, but only ſhewshow Faith is wrought in us by way of Efficiency 
which is rather reſolving the Queſtion about the neceſſuty of Grace than * 
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grounds of Faith. Our queſtion is not then, concerning the neceſſity of in- 
fuſed habits of Grace, hut of thoſe rational Iuducements which do incline the 

Mind to a firm aſſent. For Faith in us, however it is wrought, being a 
Perſwaſion of the Mind, it is not conceivable how there ſhould be any di/- 
eurſine AF of the Mind, without ſame reaſox cauſing the Mind to aſſent to 
what is propounded to it? For without this, Faith wquld be an unac- 
countable thing, and the Spirit of Revelation would not bethe Spirit of Wiſe 

dom; and Religion would be-expoſed to the contempt of all unbelievers, if 

we were able to give no other account of Faith, than that it is wrought 

in us by the Spirit of God. When we ſpeak thetefore of the reſolving 
Faith, we mean, what are the rational Tnducementitabelieve, or what evi- 


* 


There are then in the queſtion of reſolution of Faith, theſe three queſtions 8. 2. 
tobe reſolved. Firſt, Why believe thoſe things to be true which are con- 
tained in the Book, called the Scripture? 2. Why I believe the Doctrine con- 
tained in that Book to be Divine ? 3. Why I believe the Books themſelves to © 
be of Divine Revelation * Now every one of theſe queſtions admits ofa dif- 
ferent way of Reſolution 5 as will appear by the handling each of them di- 
ſtinctly. hag SH * e ee 
1. if | be asked, Os what grounds I believe the things to be true which are 
contained in Scripture, my anſwer muſt be, From the greateſt evidence 
irath, which things of that nature are capable of. If therefore the Perſors 
who are ſuppoſed to have writ theſe things, were ſuch who were fully ac- 
quainted with what they writ of ; if they were ſuch Perſons who cannot be 
ſuſpected of any deſign to deceive Men by their Writings ; and if T be certain 
that theſe which go under the name of their Writings, are undoubtedly 
theirs ; [ muſt have ſifficient ground to believe the truth of them. Now that 
the writers of theſe things cannot be ſuſpeFed of Ignorance, appears by the time 
and age they writ in, when the ſtory of theſe things was new, and ſuch mul- 
titudes were willing enough to have contradicted it, if any thing Hiad been 
amiſs : Beſides, ſome of the writers had been intimately converſant with the 
Perſon and actions of him whom they writ moſt of. That they could have 
#0 intent to deceive, appears from the Simplicity and Candour both of their 
Actions and Writings, from theit contempt of the World, and expoſing them- / 
ſelves to the greateſt hazards to bear witneſs to them. That 13 are the very 
ſame writings, appears by all the evidence can be deſired ; For we have as 
great, if not much greater regſon to believe them to be the Authors of the 
Books under their Names, than any other writers of any Books whatſoever, 
both becauſe the matters are of greater moment, and therefore Men might 
be ſuppoſed more inquiſitive about them; and that they have been unani- 
mouſly received for theirs from the very time of their being firſt written, 
(except ſome very few, which upon ſtrict examination were admitted too) 
and we find theſe very Books cited by the learned Chriſtians under theſe 
Names in that time, when it had been no difficulty to have found out ſeve- .-- 
ral of the Original Copies themſelves: When therefore they were univerſally | 
received by ChriFians, never doubted of by the Fews, or Heathen Philoſo- 9 
phers e We have as great evidence for this firſt AT of Faith, as it is capable | 
| 
| 


of. And he is unreaſonable who defires more. - 
| 4 
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2. If be askhed, why I believe the Doctrine contuined in theſe Books to by 
Divine? I muſtgive in to things for anſwer. 1. That in the Age whey 
the Doctrine was delivered, there was ſufficient reaſon to believe it Divine 
| 2. That if there was ſufficient reaſon then, we huve ſufficient reaſon now, 
| | 1. That in the Age when the DoGrine was delivered, - there was ſufficient 
ol reaſon to believe it Divine; Suppoſing then, that we already believe upon 
. the former anſwer, that all the Matters of Tad be true. I anſwer, that if 
[ Chriſt did ſuch unparalleFd Miracles, and roſe from the Dead, they who 
13 heard his Do&rine had xeaſon to believe it to be of God And this I (op. 
'1 poſe the greateſt Infidel-would not deny, if himſelf had been one of the 
i | witneſſes of his AFions and ReſurreFion. . 1's 
1 2. That if they had reaſon then, we have ſo nom; becauſe Tradition to ns 
i doth only ſupply the want of our Sexſes, as to what Chriſt did and ſpake; 
! J. e. That Tradition is a kind of derivative and perpetuated Senſation to us; 
it being of the ſame ule to # now which our Eyes and Ears had been, if we 
had been actually preſerit when Chriſt delivered his Doctrine and wrought 
— his Miracles. Which that we may better underſtand, we may conſider 
| what the uſe of our Senſes had been, if we had been then preſent ; and con- 
ſequently what the »ſe of Tradition is now to us. Now it is apparent, that 
the ule of the Senſes, to thoſe who ſaw the Miracles and heard the Doctrine of 
| Chriſt, was not to give any Credibility to either of them, but only to be the 
| means of conveying to them thoſe things which might induce them to be- 
lieve ʒ the ſame doth Tradition now to us, it doth not in it ſelf make the Do. 
Frine more credible, but ſupplies the uſe of our Sexſes in a certain convey- 
ance of thoſe things to us which were the Motives to believe them. For the 
Motive to Faith both to them and us are the ſame, only the manner of con- 
veyance is different; but our caſe is much the (ame with thoſe who lived 
in the ſame Age, but by. reaſon of diſtance of place could not be perforially 
preſent at what Chrif# did or ſaid; now if thoſe Perſons were obliged to 
b:lieve, and had ſufficient reaſon for Faith, who by reaſon of diſtance of 
place could not exerciſe their Senſes about Chriſt's Doctrine and Miracles, 
the ſame reaſon and obligation have we, who cannot do it by reaſon of di- 
ſtance of time. And if there be any advantage on either (ide, it is on ours, 
becauſe though the Traditiondoth not in it ſelf give any Credibility to the 
= Doctrine, yet there are ſuch circumſtances accompanying this Tradition, 
| which may much facilitate our belief above their: Becauſe by ſuch a con- 
« tinned Tradition we have an evidence of the efficacy of this Doctrine, which 
had ſo continual a power as to engage ſo many in all Ages ſince its firſt ap- 
pearance to be the propagators and defenders of it. And therefore this 
hath very much the advantage of the report of any credible Perſons in that 
Ace, who might report to any at diſtance the Miracles and Doctrine of 
Chriif, And this is the way of reſolution of Faith, which the Scripture it 
He. 2. 3, (elf directs us to. How ſball we eſcape if we negle@ ſo great Salvation, which 
4 at the fir began to be ſpoken by the Lord, and was confirmed unto ws by them 
that heard him God alſo bearing them witneſs both with ſigns and wonders, 
and with diverſe miracles and gifts of the Holy GhofF, according to his own 
wi? Where we plainly ſee, the reſolution of Faith as to the Divinity of 
the Modtrine was into the Miracles wrought for the confirmation of it, 


EE SS XX aA = 


CC — — 


E Ra oo or — 2823 ———— 
— CEE... l SY N 
— — — — - — . 


” 


— 


e — A. 


-er ene Lu ww nm: „ . oo ez co oa e SLO 0Q == 0 =,» © rH, => 


(which was the proper witneſs or teitimony of the Holy Ghoſt) but the t 
means of conveyance was by the Tradition of thoſe who were eye and ear- 1 
witzeſſes of what Chriſt ſaid or did. As therefore it was not ſuppoſed ne- li 
ceſſary for them who ſaw the Miracles of Chriſt, either to have ſome inward C 
ſeſtimony of the Spirit, or ſome external Infallible Teſtimony of the Church, il 
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to aſſure them that theſe wriracles were really done by Chriff, but God left 
them to the judgment of ſenſe; ſo proportionably neither of thoſe two is 
now neceſſary for the reſolution of our Faith, but God inſtead of the judge- 
ment of ſenſe leaves us to the evidence of Tradition. 

Object. But all this is (you ſay) xo more than Moral certainty, which be- 5.3. 
ing fallible, we cannot from thence be aſſured that Chriſtian Religion is Infal- 
lll, true? Auſw. This being the great hug- bear wherewith you would 
fright Men out of their Religion, I ſhall in this place ſhew, that it ſerves 
only to (care fools and children with. For, 1. What greater certaihty 
had they. who lived in the time of Chriſt and his ApoFFles, and did not ſee 
their Miracles? Had they, or could they have, any more than this you 
call moral Certainty ? and, Do you really think, that all ſuch could not be 
ſufficiently aſſured, that ChriiF;ax Religion was infallibly true? 2. Moral 
Certainty may be a ſufficient Foundation for the moſt firm Aſent; and 
therefore, if the matter to be believed be the infallible Truth of 4 
Doctrine upon ſuitable evidence, though we have now but moral Certaint; 
of that evidence, the Aſſent may be firm to ſuch a Doctrine as infallible. And 
therefore the grand miſtake lies here, as tho our Faith were reſolved fi. 
nally into this oral Certainty; or, as if the Faith of thoſe who ſaw Ghrii?'s 
Miracles, were reſolved into their eyes, and not into the Miracles ; for as 
their eyes were but the means of conveyance of that evidence which was in- 
fallible, ſo is that Tradition to us by which we have our Certainty of thoſe 
evidences of the i»fal/ible Truth of Chriſtian Religion. And we are further 
to conſider that the nature of Certainty is not ſo much to be taken from the 
matters themſelves, as from the grounds inducing the Aſent; that is, Whe- 
ther the things be Mathematical, Phyſical, or al; if there be no reaſon 

to queſtion the grounds of belief, the caſe is all one as to the nature of the 
Aſent. So that moral Certainty may be as great as Mathematical and Phyji- 
cal, ſuppoſing as little reaſon to doubt in moral things as to their aatures, as 
in Mathematical and Phyſrcal as to theirs. Therefore this great quarrel 
about moral Certainty is very unreaſonable ; unleſs it be proved, that there 
is no cauſe of firm Aſent upon moral grounds; now, if the cauſe of the 4ſ- 
ſent may be, as equal and proportionable to their nature in moral things, as iti 
Mathematical; there may be as firm an Aſſent in the One, as in the Other, 
as I hive already ſnewed. For which, this reaſon is plain and evident, 
that Certainty implies the taking away all ſuſpicion of doubt But there cat 
be no taking away all ſuſpicion of doubt in Mathematical things, without 
Mathematical evidence; but in moral things, all ſuſpicion of doubt is remo- 
ved upon moral evidence, and therefore the Certainty may be as great in the 
Aſſent to one as the other. Thus, we ſee, how unjuſtly, and how much 
to the diſhonour of Religion you quarrel with moral evidence, as an uncer- 
tain thing. But, I anſwer yet further, 3. . That the greateit aſſurance we can 
deſire, that any Religion is infallibly True, is from moral Certainty ; and that 

upon theſe three grounds. 1. Becauſe the grounds of all Religion are capable 
of no more. 2. Becauſe the higheſt evidence of any Religion muſt depend upon 
it. g. Becauſe this, in it ſelf, may evidently demonſtrate, that Chriſtian Re- 
ligion is infallibly True. | | | | | 

I. There car be no greater than this moral Certainty of the main Founda- 
tions of all Religion, which are, The Being of God, and Immortality of ſouls ; 
without the ſuppoſition of which, there can be no fuch thing as Infallibi- 
lity in the world; and therefore from thence I may eaſily prove, that there 
can be no more than moral Certainty of the exiſtence of a Deity. For, if 
the very notion of Thfallibility doth ſuppoſe a God, then Mr” 2 

allibly 
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fallibly prove that there is Oue, (in your ſenſe of Infallibility) for then you 
muſt beg the Queſtion, and ſuppoſe that already to be, which you are 
proving the exiſtence of: Now that, Infallibility in us doth ſuppoſe the ex- 
iſtence of God, appears moſt evidently, becauſe, Man's underſtanding being 
of it ſelf fallible, it cannot be ſuppoſed in any thing infallible, without the 
ſupernatural Aſſiſtance of a being Infallible, which can be nothing elſe but 
God. But, it you think you have infallible proofs, produce them, and con- 
vince the world of Atheiſts by them: We 1 on vhs we have as great 
evidence and certainty, as humane nature is capable of, a Being of ſuch 
a Nature as God is, from the conſideration of his works; but all this (ti! 
is moral Certainty; for the grounds are neither Mathematically demonſtra- 
tive, nor ſupernaturally infallible. What folly and madneſs then is it for 
your party to cry out ſo much againſt moral Certainty in Religion, when the 
Foundation of all Religion is capable of no more; And may not this juſt] 
increaſe our ſuſpicion, that under moral Certainty you ſtrike at the Founda- 
tion of all Religion ? | 8 
2. Suppoſe God give the moſt infallible evidence of any Religion, it is nut 
poſſible, but that ſome who are bound to believe that Religion, can have any 
more than moral Certainty of it. And, forall that I know the greateſt Phy. 
ſical Certainty is as liable to queſtion as moral; there being as great a poſ- 
ſibility of Deception in that, as a ſuſpicion of doubt in this, and oft-times 


greater. What advantage then had thoſe who ſtood by, and ſaw the . 


racles of Moſes and Chriſt, above thoſe who did not, but had the report of 
| them conveyed to them in an unqueſtionable manner? Beſides, it is ap- 
i parent, God's great aim in any Religion, is moſt at the good of thoſe who 
Ws » can have only a moral Certainty of the great evidences of the Truth of that 
Religion; becauſe it being God's intention, that the Religion delivered by 
Him, ſhould be not meerly for the benefit of thoſe very few perſons who 
could be preſent at ſuch things, but for the advantage of thoſe incompara- 
bly greater numbers, who, by reaſon of diſtance of place and age, could 
not be preſent ; it would argue a ſtrange want of proviſion for Men's Faith, 
unleſs moral Certainty were ſufficient. Only you indeed will ſuppoſe that 
which God himſelf never thought neceſſary, viz. an infallible Teſtimony of 
the preſent Church ; but to what good purpoſes you have introduced this, 

F hath largely appeared already. £ | 
= 3. Moral Certainty yields us ſufficient Aſſurance, that Chriſtian Religion is 
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p infallibly true And that I prove, becauſe moral Certainty may evidently 
| f < ſhew us the Credibility of the Chriitian Religion, which you deny not, nor 
n any elſe ; and, that from the Credibility of it, the infallible Truth of it may 

0 be proved, will appear by theſe two things: 

. 1. That where there js evident Credibility in the matter propounded, there doth 


ariſe upon Men an obligation to believe: And that is proved both by your own 
8 confeſſion (as to the Churches Infallibility being believed on the Motives of 
x Credibility ) and from God's Intention, in giving ſuch Motives, which was, 
to perſwade them to believe, as appears by multitudes of places of Scripture 3 
ii and withal, tho' the meer Credibility of the Motives might at firſt ſuppoſe 
= ſome doubts concerning the Infallibility of the Doctrine, yet it is not con- 
IL. - 3 ſiſtent with any doubt, as to the Infallibiliiy of the obligation to believe; be- 
= cauſe there can be no other reaſon aſſigned of theſe Motives of Credibility, 
than the inducing on Men an obligation to Faith. 

2. That where there ts ſuch an obligation to believe, we have the greateſt aſſi- 
rance, that the matter to be believed is in; Uibly True : Which depends upon this 


manifeſt proof, That God cannot oblige Men to believe a he; it being repug- 
. ä nant 


God's Spirit; if they had ſo in 8 the Daclrine of, Chriſt by preach- 
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nant to all our conceptions of the Veracity and Goodxeſs of God, to imagine, 
that God ſhould require from Men (on the pain of eternal damnation, for 
not believing ) to believe ſomething as infallibiy True, which is really falſe. 
Thus, you ſee, what a clear and pregnant demonſtration we have of the 
;1fallible Truth of Chriſtian Religion from moral Certainty; How injurious 
then have thoſe of your party been, who have charged this opinion of be- 
lieving upon moral Certainty, with betraying Religion, and denying Chrj- 


ſtian Religion to be infallibly True Thus much for this grand Objection; 


| now come to the laſt Queſtion conſiderable in the Reſolution. e 

3. On what account do I believe theſe particular Books of Scripture to be God's 
Word? Which may admit of a double ſenſe: 1. On what account I do believe 
the Doctrine contained in theſe Books to be God's Word ? 2. On what account I 
do believe the Books containing this Doctrine to be God's IVord ? As to the 
firſt, J have anſwered already, vis. Upon the ſame rational evidence which 
God gave, that the Teftimony of thoſe who delivered, was a Divine and in- 
fallivle Teſtimony : bis the ſecond, I anſwer in theſe two Propoſitions : 

. That the laſt Reſolution of Faith is not into the Jnfallibility of the In- 
ſruxtent of conveyance, but into the Infal/ibility of that Doctrine, which is 
thereby conveyed to us. For the writing of this Doctrine is only the con- 
dition by which this Revelation is made manifeſt to us; it being evident 
from the nature of the thing, that the writing of a Divine Revelation is not 
neceſſary for the ground and reaſom of Faith, as to that Revelation: becauſe 


Men may believe a Divine Revelation without it; as is not only evident in 


the caſe of the Patriarchs, but of all thoſe, who in the time of Chriſt, and 
the Apoſtles, did believe the truth of che Doctrine of Chriſt before it was 
written. If therefore the writizg be only the condition of the manifeſtation 
of the ObjeF in a certain way to us, the ground and reaſon of Faith,. is not to 
be reſolved into that which is only the node of our knowledge of the Object 
to be believ'd 3 but into that which is properly the ground and regſon why 
we believe that Doctrine or Revelation to be Divine, which is contained in 
thoſe Books. And this is ſtill the caſe of all illiterate perſons, who cannot 
relolve their Faith properly into the Scripture, but into the Doctrine delive- 
red them out of Scripture. Hence we may diſcern the difterence between the 
Formal Object, and the Rule of Faith; the Formal Object is that evidence 
which is given of the Infalibility of the Teftimony of thoſe who delivered 
the Doctrine ; the infallible Rule of Faith; to us, is the Scripture, viz that 
which limits and bounds the material object: of Faith, which we are bound 
to believe; and this doth therefore diſcoyer to us what thoſe things are, 
which on the account of the Formal Object, we are obliged to believe. 


2. Thoſe who believe the Doctrine of Scripture to be Divine, have no reaſon 


to queſtion the infallible conveyance of that Doctrine to us, in thoſe Books we 
call the Scripture. Therefore, whatever things we are to believe in order 
to ſalvation, we have as great evidence as we can deſire, that they are in- 
fallibly conveyed to us. | 


8. 4 


1. F the Doctrine of Chriſt be True and Divine, then all the Promiſes he | 


made were accompliſhed : Now, that was one of the greateſt, That his Spirit 
ſhould lead his Apoſtles into all Truth; Can we then reaſonably think, that if 
the Apoſtles had inch an infallible Aſſiſtance of the Spirit of God with them, 
in hat they ſpake in a tranſitory way to them who heard them, that they 
ſhould want it in the delivering thoſe Records to the Church, which were to 
be the ſtanding »0nument of this Doctrine to all Ages and Generations. If 
Chriſt Doctrine therefore be True, the Apoſtles had an infallible A{zſtarce of 


ing, 
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ing, nothing can be more unteaſonable, than to imagine ſuch ſnould want 
it, who were employed to give an account to the world of the nature of 
this Doctrine, and of the Miracles which accompanied Chriſt and his Apoſtles, 
So that, it will appear an abſurd thing to affert, that the Doctrine of Chr; 
is Divine, and to queſtion, whether we have the infal/ible Records of it, 
It is not pertinent to our Queſtion, in what way the Spirit of God aſſiſted 
them that wrote, Whether by immediate ſaggeſtion of all ſuch things which 
might be ſufficiently known without it; and whether in fome things which 
were not of concernment, it might not leade them to their own judge. 
ment; (as in that place, Whe they had rowed about five and twenty or thir. 
ty furlonge, when, no doubt, God's Spirit knew infallibly whether it way, 
but thought not fie to reveal it) whether in ſome lighter circumſtances 
the Writers were ſubject to any inadvertencies (the negative of which is 
more piouſly credible ) whether meer hiftorical paſſages needed the fame in. 
fallible Aſſiſtance, that Prophetical and DoFrinal ; theſe things, I ſay, are 
not neceſſary to be reſolved, it being ſufficient in order to Faith, that the 
Doctrine we are to believe, as it was infallibly delivered to the world, by 
the preaching of Chriſt and his Apoſtles, ſo it is infallibly conveyed to us in 
the Looks of Scripture, | 

2. Becanſe theſe Books were owned for Divine by thoſe Perſons and Ages, who 
were moſt competent Judges, whether they were ſo or no. For the Age of the 
Apoſtles was (utficiently able to judge, whether thoſe things which are ſaid to 
be [poken by Chriſt, or written by the ApoiZles, were really ſo or no. And 
we can have no reaſon at all to queſtion, but what was delivered by them, 
was infallibly true. Now, from that firſt Age we derive our knowledge con- 
cerning the Anthority of theſe Books, which being conveyed to us in the 
molt unqueſtionable and univerſal Tradition, we can. have no reafon in the 
world to doubt, and therefore the greateſt reaſon firmly to aſſent, that the 
Books we call the Scripture, are the infallible Records of the Word of God. 
And thus much may ſuffice in general concerning the Proteſtant Way of 
reſolving Faith: I now return to the examination of what you give us by 
way df anſwer to his Lordſhips diſcourſe. | | 

The firſt Aſſault you make upon his Lordſhip, is, for making Apoſtolical 
Tradition a ground of Faith : but becauſe your peculiar excellency lies in the 
involving plain things; the beſt ſervice I can do, is to lay things open as 
they are; by which means we (hall eaſily diſcern where the truth lies. I 
{hall therefore firſt ſhew, how far his Lordſhip makes Apoſtolical Tradition 
a ground of Faith, and then conſider what you have to object againſt it. In 


$8. 16. n. that Section which your Margent refers to, all that he ſays of it, is, That 
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the Voice and Tradition of that Church which included in it Apoſtles, Diſciples, 
and ſuch as had immgdiate Revelation from Heaven, was Divine, and the 
Word of God from them is of like validity written or delivered, And, as to this 
Tradition (ſaith he) there is abundance of Certainty in it ſelf, but how far it 
is evident to.us, ſhall after appear. At the end of the next . 21. he ſaith, 
That there is double Authority, and both Divine, that confirms Scripture to be 
the Word of God. Tradition of the Apoſtles delivering it, and the internal 
worth and argument in the Scripture, obvious to a ſoul prepared by the preſent 


« Churches Tradition, and God's Grace. But, 1. 23. he faith, T hat this Apoſto- 
| lical Tradition is not the ſole and only means to prove Scripture Divine, but the 


moral perſwaſion, reaſon, and force of the preſent Church, is ground enough for 
any one to read the Scripture, and eſteem reverently of it. And this once done, 
the Scripture hath then In and home-arguments enough to put a ſoul that hath but 


ordinary Grace, out of doubt, that the Scripture is the Word of God, 1 
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Divine. I ſuppoſe his Lordſhip's meaning may be comprized in theſe 
articulars. 1. That to thoſe who lived in the Apoſtolical Times, the Tradi- 
ion of Scripture, by thoſe who had an infallible Teſtimony, was a ſufficient 
ground of their believing it infallibly true. 2. That though the conveyance 
Ik that Tradition to us be not infallible, yet it may be ſufficierit to raiſe in us 
a high eſteem and veneration for the Scrzpture. 3. That thoſe who have 
this e Neem for the Scripture, by a through ſtudying and conſideration of it, 


may undoubtedly believe that Scripture is the Divine and Infallible Word of 


God, This I take to be the ſubſtance of his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe. We 
now come to examine what you object againſt him. Tour firſt demand ix, 
How comes Apoftolical Primitive Tradition to work upon #s, if the preſent 
Church be fallible 2 Which I ſhall anſwer by another, How come the De- 
reer of Councils to work upon you, if the reporters of thoſe Decrees be fal- 
lible? If you ſay, Ii ſufficient that the Decree it ſelf be infallible, but it is 
wot neceſſary that the reporter of thoſe Decrees ſhould be ſo 5 The ſame I fay con- 
cerning the Apoſtolical Tradition of Scripture, though it were Infal/ible in 
their /eſti-19uy, yet it is not neceſſary that the conveyance of it to us ſhould 
be L»{allible, And if you think your ſelf bound to believe the Decrees of 
General Conncils as Infallible, though fallibly conveyed to you; Why may 
not we ſay the ſame concerning ApoFFolical Tradition? Whereby you may 
ſee, though Tradition be fallible, yet the matter conveyed by it, may have 
its proper effect upon us. Your next Enquiry (if I underſtand it) is to this 
ſenle, Nhether Apoſtolical Tradition be not then as credible as the Scriptures ? 
I anſwer freely (ſuppoſing it equally evident) what was delivered by the 
Apoſtles to the Church by word or writing, hath equal Credibility : You at- 
tempt to prove, That there is equal evidence, becauſe the Scripture is only known 
by the Tradition of the Church, to be the ſame that was recommended by the Apo- 
ſtolical Charch, which you have likewiſe for Apoſtolical Tradition. But, 1. Do 
you mean the ſame Apoſtolical Tradition here or no, which the Archbiſhop 
ſpeaks of, 3. e. that Act of the ApoFles, whereby they delivered the Doctrine 
of Chriit upon their Ie fimony to the World? If you mean this Tradition, 
for my part, I do not underſtand it as any thing really diſtin& from the 
Tradition ot the Scripture it ſelf. For, although 1 grant, that the Apoſtles did 
deliver that Doctrine by Word as well as Writing, yet if that Tradition by 
Word had been judged ſufficient, I much queſtion whether we had ever 
had any written Records at all. But, becauſe of the ſpeedy decay of an 
Oral Tradition, if there had been no ſtanding Records, it pleaſed God in 
his infinite 17/0» and Goodneſs, to ſtir up ſome fit Perſons to digeſt thoſe 

things ſummarily into writing, which otherwiſe would have been . wary 
to ſeveral Corruptions in a ſhort time. For we fee ret, in the Church, 
notwithſtanding this, how ſuddenly the Gmoſticks, Valentinians, Manichees 
and others, did pretend ſome ſecret Tradition of Chriſt or his Apoſtles diſtin 
from their writings. When therefore you can produce as certain evidence 
for any Apoitolical Tradition diſtinct from Scriptare, as we can do, that 
the Books of Scripture were delivered by the ApoiZles to the Church, you 
may then be hearkened to, but not before. 2. We have other ways to 
judge of the Identity of the Copies of Scripture (which we have) with thoſe 
delivered by the Primitive Church, beſides the Teitimrony of the preſent 
Church, And the judgment of the preſent Church conſidered meerly as ſuch, 


can be no argument to ſecure any Man concerning the Integrity and Incor- 
ruption of the Books of Scripture. We do therefore juſtly appeal to the 


ancient Copies, and MSS. which confirm the Incorruption of ours. But. 
lay you, What infallible Certainty have we them, beſide Church 2 
Dd 2 | ery 
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Very wiſely ſaid in ſeveral reſpects, as though no Certainty leſs than Infall. 
ble, could ſerve Men's turns as to ancient Copies of Scripture, and as though 
your Church could give Men Infal/ible Certainty which Copies were ancient, 
and which were not. But for our parts, we ſhonld not be at all nearer 
any Certainty, much leſs Infalibility concerning the Anthenticalneſs of 
ancient (opies, becauſe your Church declared it ſelf for them; neither can we 
itnagine it at all neceſſary in the examination of ancient Copies to have any 
Infallible Certainty at all of them. For as well you may pretend it a 
to any other Authors, when all that we look after in ſuch Copies is only 
that evidence which things of that nature are capable of. But you make 
bis Lordſhip give as wiſe an anſwer to this queſtion of yours; They my 
be examined and approved by the authentical Autographa's of the very Apo- 
files. Where is it that this anſwer is given by his Lordſbip? If you may 
be allowed to make queſtions and anſwers too, no doubt, the one will be 
as wiſe as the other. But I ſuppoſe' you thought, nothing could be (aid 
pertinent in this caſe, but what you make his Lordſhip ſay : And then by the 
unreaſonableneſs of that anſwer, becauſe none of theſe Autograph's are ſup- 
poſed extant, and becauſe if they were ſo, all Men could not be Infallibly cer. 
tain of them, you think you have ſufficient advantage againſt your Adver- 
ſary, becauſe thereby it would appear there can be no certainty of Scripture 
but from the Authority of your Church. To which becauſe it may ſeem to 
carry on your great deſign of rendring Religion uncertain, I ſhall return a 
particular anſwer. | | 
1. Suppoſing we could have no Certainty concerning the Copies of Seri- 
pture but from Tradition, this doth not at all advantage your Cauſe, unleſs 


you could prove, that no other Tradition but that of your Church can give 


any certainty of it. Give me leave then to make this 8 That 
God might not have given this ſupernatural Aſſsſtance to your Church, which 
pretend, makes it [»fa/ible, Whether Men through the univerſal con- 
ent of Perſons of the Chriſtian Church in all Ages, might not have been un- 
doubtedly certain, That the Scripture we have, was the ſame delivered by 
the Apaſtles ? i. e. Whether a matter of fact, in which the whole Chriitian 
World was ſo deeply engaged, that not only their Credit, but their Intereſt 
was highly concerned init, could not be atteſted by them in a credible man- 
ner? Which is as much as to ask, Whether the whole Chriſtian World was 
not at once beſotted and infatuated in the groſſeſt manner, ſo as to ſuffer the 
Records of thoſe things which concerned their eternal welfare, to be imbe- 
zled, falſified, or corrupted, ſo as to miſtake them for Apoſtolical Writings, 
which were. nothing ſo. If it be not then credible, that the ChriStian 
IVorld ſhould be ſo monſtrouſly impoſed upon, and ſo groſly deceived, then 
certainly the T/niverſal Tradition of this OPM may yield unqueſtionable 
evidence to any inquiſitive Perſon, as to the Integrity and Incorruption of 
the Body of Scriptures. And if it may yield ſuch evidence, why doth it not 
ſo 2 When we ſee this was the very caſe of the Chriſtian World in all Ages. 
Some Writings weredelivered to the Church of the Age they lived in, by the 
Apoitles.;, theſe Writings were ſo delivered, as that the ChrifFians underſtood 
they were of things of more concernment to them than the whole World was; 
theſe Writings were then received, embraced, and publickly read; theſe 
IVritings were preſerved. by them ſo ſacted and inviolable, that it was ac- 
counted a crime of the higheſt nature to deliver the Copies of them into 
the hands of the Heather Perſecutors ; theſe Writings were ſtill owned by 
them as Divine, and the Rule and Standard of Faith, theſe were appealed to 
in all Diſputes among them, theſe were preſerved from the attempts of __ 
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| Urged one as ſoon as the other. But ſtill remember, into what preczpices 

this good Doctrine of Infallibility leads you. | N Bs 
But it may be your meaning is more gentle and eaſie, thai to ſuppoſe 
there could be no certainty as to all the Books being the ſame, but * 
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ticks, vindicated trom the Aſſaults of the moſt learned Infidels, tranſcribed in- 
to the Books ot the moſt diligent Chriſtians, tr ted from one Generati- 
on to another, as the moſt ſacred depoſtum of Heaven; And yet is it poſſi · 
ble, to ſuppoſe that theſe writings ſhould be extorted out of their bands by 
violence, abuſed under their eyes by fraud, or ſuffered to be loſt by negligence. 
Yet no other way can be imagined, why any ſhould ſuſpect the Books of 
Scripture which we have ate not the fame with thoſe delivered by- the 
Apoiilex. All which are ſuch unreaſonable Swppefitione, that they could 
hardly enter into any head but yours, or ſacb whoſe cauſe you manage in 


theſe diſputes ʒ the moſt profligate A1bejſts, or moſt unreaſonable Sceptiche. 


If then we entertain but mean and ordinary thoughts of the Chriſtians of 


all Ages, if we look upon them as filly Men abuſed into a Religion by 


Fraud and Impbſture; yet we cannot doubt, but that theſe Perſozz were 
careful to preſerve the Records of that Religion, becauſe they were ſb dili- 

gent in the ſtudy of it, ſo venturous for it, ſuch enemies to the corrupters 
of it, ſo induſtrious in propagating the knowledpe of it to their Friends and 
Poſterity. Do you think our Nation did ever want an Infal/ible Teſtimony to 
preſerve the Magna Charta, ſuppoſing no anthentick Record of it kept in 

the Pablick, Archives of the Nation ? Would not Men's Intereſt make 
them careful to preſerve it inviolable, eſpecially confidering the frequency 
of Cauſes, whole deciſion depends upon it, and the diſperſion of the Copies 

abroad, and the diligence of ſuch whoſe profeſſion leads them to look to 
ſuch things. And will not the ſame reaſons hold in a greater meaſure for 
the Priegrity and Incorruptiom of Scriptures £ Do not the eternal Concerns of 
all Chriſtians depend upon thoſe Sacred Records, that, if thoſe be not true, 
they were of all Men moſt miſerable ? Were not innumerable Copies of theſe 
Writings ſuddenly diſperſed abroad, and all Chriſtians accounted it a part of 
their Religion to ſearch and enquire into them? Hath there not always 
been a ſucceſſion of diligent and faichful Perſons, whoſe office and Profeſli- 
on it hath been to read, interpret, and viadicate theſe Books ? And who 
have left excellent Monuments of their Endeavors in this nature ? Is it then 
poſſible to ſuppoſe all thoſe Copies at once iavberled, all thoſe Chriſtians in one 
age deceived, all thoſe Divines ſo ſecure and negligent that there ſhould be 
any conſiderable alteration, much leſs any total depravation of theſe Wri> 
tings > When once l ſee a whole Corporation conſent to burn their publick 
Charter, and ſubſtitute a nem oe in the place of it, and this not be ſuſpected 
or diſcovered ; When I ſhall fee a Mayna Charta foiſted, and neither King 
hor * be ſenſible of ſuch a Cheat 3 When all the World hal conſpire 
to deceive themſelde and their Children, I may then ſuſpect ſuch an I- 
PoiFnre as to the Srripture, but not before. And will not all this perſwade 
you, that there is no neceſſity of making your Church ſafalibie in order to 
our Certzizty, that we have the ſame Books of Scriptare which were deliver- 
ed by the ApoiHez'? If not, the next news I ſhall expect to hear from you, 
will be, That we can have no certainty of the Being of God, or the Found 4- 
Tor of all Religion, but from your Churobes Infulibility 3 there being every 
ot as much reaſon to ſay, that all Mankind ſhould be deceived into the be- 
lief of a Deny by ſome cunning Poinieiaus, as that all ChrifFiens ſhould be 


deceired as to the belief of ſuch Books to be Soriptare which were utfiver- 


ally corrupted 3 and if you underſtood Conſequences, you would have 
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that we cannot have any Infalible Certainty that there are no Corruption, 
crept into theſe Books which we have, oy from your Churches Teſtimony, 
To which lanſwer, 1. That there is no reaſon to ſuppoſe this ſhould be 
your meaning. 2. Suppoling it were your meaning, there is no reaſon in 

1. There is noreaſon to ſuppoſe this ſhould be your meaning, for you ar 
ſpeaking of ſuch things which are neceſſary to be believed, and therefore are 
properly Objects of Faith, but that there are no kind of Corruption crept 
into the Copies of Scripture, cannot with you be an Obje# of Faith. Fot 
thoſe of your Party do ſome of them confeſs, and others contend, that there 
are many Corruptions crept into the Hebrew Text of the Old Teftament, and 
the Greek of the New; and that there are abundance of Corruptions in 
your Vulgar Latin is not only abundantly proved by our Writers, but ac. 
knowledged by the learnedeſt of your own, and irrefragably demonſtia- 
ted by the different Editions of Sixtus and Clement. 5 

Suppoſe this were your meariing, there were no reaſon in the thing ; 
For, 1. Tour Church cannot Infallibly aſſure us, there are no Corruptions, 2; It 
may be ſufficiently aſſured of jt without the Teſtimony of your Church. 

1. Your Churthcannot aſſure us at all, much leſs Infallibly, that there are 
no ſuch Corruptiont. For what reaſon can there be, Why we ſhould rely on 
the judgment of only a part of the whole Society of Chriſtians, and that 
part at great oppoſition with many other conſiderable Churches; muſt we 
then believe your Church where it agrees with, or it differs from the reſt} 
If only where it agrees with the reſt, then it is not the 1e57;mony of your Church 
we rely on, but the Aniverſal conſent of all: If where it differs, ſhew us ſome 
reaſon, why we ſhould believe your Chureh in oppoſition to all others, 
Eſpecially, 1. When we conſider what contradiction there hath been in 
the Teſtimony of your Church about this very thing : As appears not only by 
the great difference among your writers concerning the authentick Copies, 
ſome (till defending the Hebrew and Greek Texts, and others ſtanding up 
for that great Diana of Rome the Vulgar Latin. Conſidering then, that by the 
Decree of the Council of Trent the Vulgar Latin is looked on by you as the 
moſt aut henticł Copy of the Scripture, let any one judge whether ever this 
could be judged more authentick, than when the Pope himſelf in Cathedri 
doth reviſe any Edition of it, and uſe all poſſible care for the ſetting it 
forth, not only comparing it with the beſt ancient MSS, but taking the pains 
to correct it with his own hand, both before and after the Preſs, and all 
this was done by Sixtus 5. as himſelf declares in the Preface to his Edition 
of the Vulgar Latin, 4. D. 1590. Yet within little more than two Years at- 
ter comes out the Edition of Clement 8. which as appears by the computa- 
tion of ſuch who have taken the pains to compare them, differs from the 
other in ſome thouſands of places. Now, I pray tell me, what I»fallible (er- 
tainty are we like to have concerning the Copies of Scripture, being the ſame 
with thoſe delivered by the Apoſtles, from the Infalibility of your Church, 


v hen this Teſtimony of your Church doth ſo finely contradict it ſelf with- 


in little more than two Years time? Nay, when Sixt 5. his care was ſo 
great and extraordinary in his Edition, that an Inſcription was made in 
1 in perpetuam rei memoriam, which is in Letters of Gold in theſe 
words, 


"$4 


- 
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SACRAM PAGINAM EX CONCILII TRIDENTIN] 
PRESCRIPTO SUAM EMENDATISSIMAM DE 
VULGARIMANDAVIT. | be 


Which Inſcription, as Angelus Roccba tells us, was purpoſely made to ſet itil. 


'4b1can. 


vrch that infinite care and pains which the Pope took in that edition, Which® 


mn part he ſtood aſtoniſhed when be ſaw them fox he not only carefully cor- 
rected the Copy before the Impreſſion, but reviewed'it ſheet by r after, 
that the edition might be the more faithful. And ſhall we after all this believe 
it Sixtus 5. never lived to ſee this edition chpleat, which is the miſerable 
af ſome of your party have to avoid this evident contradiion: Or ſhall 
we think, what others pretend, That he never lived to authorize this Edition 
of bis, whereas his Brieve doth in terms declare this to be the authentick 
vulgar Latin, which the Decree of the Conseil of Trent had reſpect to; but 
this Brieve, others ſay, tho provided was «never proclaimed ; It ſeems then 
the Pope's Infalibillity depends upon Proclamation ; but was not this Bull ſuf- 
ficiently proclaimed which is extant in thoſe editions of tis 5.2, with an 
injunction that this Bible be read in all Churches me i quidem particull, 
untatd, additd, vel detradd, without any the leaſt alteration. Now then 
when the Vulgar Latin is owned by the Council of Trent for the authentick: 
Copy of Scripture 5 when the Pope whoſe teſtimony mult be ſappoſed Infal- 
lible takes great pains in proſecution of the decree of that Council to declar 
and ſer forth the true authentick edition of this Vulgar Latin, When ſhould 
we ever, if not now#efpett ſome Infabible certainty of the true (y of the 
S$##ipture? yet ſo far ate we from it, that not long after Men are forbidden 
the »ſe of that edition under the penalty of the great Excommunication. 
And all this, forfooth, under the pretence- of  Typographicdl faults, and what 
then muſt we think of that Pope who took ſuch inceſſant pains to correct 
them? Thus we, ſee how far we are from apy certainty at all, much more 
from any Intallible certainty concerning, the true Copies of Seripture from 
the authority of your Church, 2. The authenticalneſs of thoſe Copies ſet forth 
by the appointment of the Council of Trent and the approbation of the Pope, 
hath no greater evidence of certainty than any other Copies of Scripture, if 
they have fo much. For all that Sta 5. pretends for the authenticalneſs 
of that Copy, is, the agreement of it with the ancient and approved Copies 
both Printed and MSS. Which he had cauſed to be diligently fearched in 
Libraries, Than which, (ſaith he) there can be o | © 
more firm or certain argument of the true and genuine in ba- 


text. Well ſaid however in this! But if the Latin ſtk perſþ 


were ſo great(faith he) h it is impoſſible that any 1 recount theme, and for bas 29 
or 


N 


14 aid GOWEREN But if the £4 EN, 
Copies be ſo (ure a rule to judge of the authenticalneſs argumentum efſe cervins ac firmins, quam 


of the Tex/ by, ſhall not much more the ancient Copies a Prem, 96 
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of the Original Hebrew and Greek; eſpecially when 24. Sigte — 

we conſider, rhat the vaſt difference of the Clementine 


and $32tize Bibles lay in this, that Clement the 8. did cotrect the Vulgar La- 


ix according to the original in above two thouſand places, when the con- 


trary reading was eſtabliſhed by Sixtzs, For the Pope where he pleaſed 
took the Marginal Annotations in the Lovain Bibles and inſerted them into 


the text; which Marginal Annotations contain the different readings which 


were obſerved from the comparing the Yulgar Latin with the Originals, as 
appears by the Preface to the -Lovain Bibles. And-although thi Pope 
dpoitolice poteſtatis plenitudine (as Sixtws 5. phraſeth it in the Bull before 


Bibles) 


e Pope ex 


antiquorum probatorumgue Codicum Latino» 
rum fidem, quos tam impreſſes, up MSS. 
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Bibles) did take and leave where he pleaſed himſelf, yet it is evident from 
thoſe who have compared them, that above two thouſand places are fe- 
formed according to the Originals; and more than twice as many more 
might have been if his Holineſs had thought good. For our induſtrious 
Dr. James, who had taken the pains accurately to compare not only the 

S'lixtine and Clementine Bibles, but the Clementine edition with the Lovain 

r. 49. Arnotations, doth in the defence of his Bellum Papale challenge Gretſer the 
Jeſuite to joyn iſſue with him if he dared on the point, vis. of making it 
appear that there were too differences in the Lovain Annotations from 
the Vulgar Latin, and that theſe differences ariſe from the comparing it with 
the Hebrew, Greek, and Chaldee:; | Are we not then at a fine paſs for our Ju- 
fallible certainty concerning the Copies of Scripture, if the judgment of your 
Church muſt be relty'd on? Was that fofficient ground for Pope Clement to te- 
form two thouſand places, and would it not ferve for all the ref? 2 If thoſe 
were truer becaufe they” agreed more with-the Origingls, were not the ref 
ſo too? And have not we the greateſt reaſon to rely on the Originals when 
the Pope himſelt appeals to them, and reforms by them? According then 
to the judgment of your pretended Infallible Church we have as great cer- 
tainty as they, for certainly the Hebrew and Greek are as obvious to us as 
them; and I never yet heard that your Popes did challenge to themſelves 
among other Apoſtolical prerogatives the gift of tongues. 

2. We may be ſufficiently aſſured that there are no material corruptions in the 

Books of Scripture withont your Churches teſtimony. Not that we pretend the 
Apoſtles Autographa are till extant for us to compare our Copies with (al- 

Bail though ſome of your fide tell us among other raritigs of the Vatican, that the 


contr. Ca- 


tech. q. 1 f. (rue ancient Greek text is their extant, which the P ope would do well to oblige 


tr. i. untl. the world with) but we whoſe eyes are not bleft with ſuch noble „gt as are 


13. fal. there loch d up from all ſuch who have not a good deſe of implicit Faith about 
9. 


them, pretend to no ſuch thing: but by the diligent comparing the preſent 

Copies with the moſt ancient MSS. by the obſervation of what Citations of 

Scripture are produced by thofe of the Fathers who lived when ſome of 

theſe Autographa were extant (as it is apparent ſome were in Tertullian; time, 

and ſome tell us that the authentick Apocalypſe was preſerved in the Church of 

Epheſus in Honorius his time) by the diligence of the primitive writers in ta- 

king notice of the leaſt attempt for falſification or corruption of the text. 

tren. l. 1. For when Marcion began to clip and falſifie the text, Irenæus preſently takes 

Fg notice of it and gives him a ſufficient rebuke for it: and fo doth Tertullian 

cion. I. 5. after wards, and Epiphanius particufarly takes notice of all thoſe places which 

i had violent hands laid upon them, and reſcues them from thoſe impure at- 
42. KN ur rn . 

tempts, ſo that we ſtill enjoy them in their integrity. So that whatever en- 

dea vours were made, they were preſently diſcovered, as that of the Arrians 

Ambroſ. de by S. Ambroſe, that of Tatianus his Monoteſſaron by Theodoret. In fo much, 

8 747 that Bellarmin himſelf confeſſeth; Etſi multa depravare conati ſunt beretici, 

odoret. de tamen nunquam defuerint Cat holici, qui eorum corruptelas dexterint, & non per- 

beret. Fu”: miſerint libros ſacros corrump#.” That the Catholicks were as vigilant as the 

1.2.dev, Heretickhs malicious, and therefore could never effect their deſign in cor- 

D.c. . rupting the Scripture, Beſides, it is obſervable, that among thoſe multi- 

tudes of various lecłion the New Teftament, of which R. Stephen made 2 

collection out of ſtæteen MS. of 2384. (Which += 60500 were occaſioned 

by the general diſperfion of Copies, and the multitudes of tranſcriptions 

by ſach as were either ignorant or careleſs) yet there are none which are 

material, ſo as to entrench upon the integrity and authority of the Copies as 

a rule of Faith and Manners ; they are therefore but racings of the in, but 

| no 


Chap. VII. T be Proteſtant Way of Reſolving Faith, 269 
no wounds of any vital part. Abating therefore only what muſt neceſſarily 
be ſuppoſed in the multitudes of Copies tranſcribed, there is ſo great inte. 
zrily and incorruption in thoſe Copies we have, that we cannot but therein 
take notice of a peculiar hand of Divine Providence in preſerving theſe aus 
tbentick records of our Religion ſo ſafe to our dayes. But it is time now to 
rn to you. g | | 

"Fob would therefore perſwade us, That we have no ground of certainty as 
to the Copies of Scripture, but comparing them with the Apoſtles Autographa z 
but I hope our former diſcourſe hath given you a ſufficient account of our 
certainty without ſeeing the Apoſtles own hands. But I pray what certainty 
then had the Fews after the Captivity, of their Copies of the Law? yet 1 
cannot think you will deny them any ground of certainty in the time of 
Chriſt that they had the true Copies both of the Law and the Prophets ; and 
hope you will not make the Sa»hedrin, which condemned our Saviour 
to death, to have given them their only Infallible certainty concerning it. 
if therefore the Fews might be certain without Irfalibility, why may not 
we? for if the Oracles of God were commilted to the Fews then, they are to 
the Chriitians now. 

You yet further urge, That there can be no certainty concerning the Auto- 8. 8. 
grapha's of the Apoſtles, but by tradition : And may not every univerſal tradi- 
tion be carried up as clearly at leaſt to the Apoitles ti es, as the Scriptures ; by F. 83. 
moſt credible Authors, who wrote in their reſpective ſucceeding ages ? 1 anſwer, 
We grant there can be no certainty as to the Copies of Scripture but from 
tradition, and if you can name any of thoſe great things in Controverſie 
between us, which you will undertake to prove to be as univerſal a traditi- 
on, as that of the Scriptures; you and I ſhall not differ as to the belief of 
it. But think not to fob us off with the tradition of the preſent Church in- 
ſtead of the Church of all ages, with the tradition of your Church inſtead of 
the Catholick, with the ambiguous teſti-ronies of two or three of the Fathers, 
inſtead of the ##iverſal conſent of the Church ſince the Apoitles times. If 1 
ſhould once ſee you prove the Infallibility of your Church, the Pope's Supre- 
macy, Invocation of Saints, Veneration of Images, the neceſſity of (ælibate in 
/ theClergy, a punitive Purgatory, the lawfulneſs of communicating in one kind, 

. theexpediency of the Scriptures and Prayers being in an unknown tongue, the 

Jacrifice of the Maſs, Tranſubſtantiation (to name no more) by as unqueſtio- 

nable and univerſal à tradition as that whereby we receive the Scriptures, I 

ſhall extol you for the only perſon that ever did any thing conſiderable on 

your (ide, and I ſhall willingly yield my ſelf up as a Trophey to your brave 
attempts. Either then for ever forbear to mention any ſuch things, as 
Univerſal Tradition among you as to any things, beſides Scriptures, which 

carry a neceſſity with them of being believed or practiſed; or once for all 
undertake this task, and manifeſt it as to the things in Controverſie be- 

tween us. Your next Paragraph ( beſides what hath been already diſcuſ- 

led in this Chapter concerning Apoſtolical tradition of Scripture ) empties it 

ſelf into the old Mare mortuum of the formal object and Infallible application 

of Faith, which I cannot think my felf ſo much at leaſure to follow you | 
into, ſo often as you fall into it. When once you bring any thing that | 
hath but the leaſt reſemblance of reaſon more than before, I ſhall afreſh 

conſider it, but not till then. What next follows concerning reſolving 

Faith into prime Apoſtolical Tradition infallibly, without the Infallibility of the 

preſent Church, hach been already prevented by telling you, that his Lord- 

ſhip doth not ſay, That the infalible Reſolution of Faith is into that Apoſto- 

lical Tradition, but into the Doctrine which is conveyed in the books of Scripture 
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7r.1.Huntl. the world with) but we whoſe eyes are not he ick ſuch noble fights as are 


— 


9 Coy WO UOTE — — e's 
e Protftant May of Refobving Faith; Part! 
Bibles). did take and leave where he pleaſed himſelf, yet it is evident from 
thoſe who have compared them, that above two thouſand places are re- 
formed according; to the Originals ; and more than twice as many more 
might have been if his Holineſs had thought good. For our induſtrion; 
Dr. James, who had taken the pains accurately; to compare not only the 
Slixiine and Gemen int Bibles; but the Clementine edition with the Lovain 
P. 4. Annotations, doth in the defence of his Bellam Papale challenge Grerſer the 
Feſnite to joyn iſſue wii im if he dared on the point, vis. of making it 
appear that there wett e differences. in the Loa Annotations from 
the Yalga#Latin, aud f cbieſe differences ariſe from the comparing it with 
the Hebrew, Greek; arid — * we not then at a fine paſs for our Ju- 
fallible certainty concerting es of Seripture, if the judgment of yout 
Church muſt be rety'd on > "WaSariifcient ground for Pope Clement to re- 
form two thouſand place un ol it not ferve for all the reſ ? If thoſe 
were truer becaufe the re mor ev fth the Originals, were not the ref 
fo too? And have not t the reaſon to rely on the Originali when 
the Pope himſelt appeal to them und reforms by them? According then 
to the jadgmentoF your pretended Iafallible Church we have as great cer. 
tainty as they for certainly the Hebrew and Greek are as obvious to us as 
them; and T never yet heard that your Poper did challenge to themſelves 
among other Apoſtolical prevogatives the git of tongue. wo a VR I 
2. We may be ſufficiently aſſurei thut there are no material corruptions is ib 
Books of Scripture withont your Churches teſtimony. Not that we pretend the 
| Apoſtles Antographa are ſtill exfantfor us to compare odr «Copies with ( al- 
Balis“ though ſome of yout fide tell us among other raritigs of the Vatican, that the 
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ci '- there od up from all ſuch who ha ve not a D e Nieit Faith about 
mY. * them, ren to vo ſuch thing: the diligent comparing the preſent 
Copies with the moſt ancient MSS. by the obſervation of *What Cation: of 
Scripture ate produced bythole f the Fer who Jived When ſome of 
cheſs Autographa wereextant (; it is apparent ſome Were in Tertullian time, 
and ſome tell us that the anthenvick Apocalypſe Was preſerved in the Church of 
Epheſus in Honorius his time) by the diligence bf the primitive writers in ta- 
king notice of the Teaſt attempt for falification or corruption of the text. 
ten. l. 1. For when Mayftoz began to chpandtilftfic the text, Irengus preſently takes 
c. 25 7" notice of it Wd gives bum ſutficiefic rebuke for it: and ſo doth Tertulias 
cion. . 5. after watds,andEpipbenize yarcicufarly take notice of all choſe places which 
2 had violent hands laid upon them, and Neues them from thoſe impure at. 
e tempts, ſo that we kill enjoy n that whatever en- 
gdſeeavours were made, they werepreſentlyUiſcoyered; as that of the Arrians 
ane, de by S. Ambroſe, that of Tame His Mowoteſſaro#y Theodoret. In „ 
. 3. 5,7 that Bellarmis himſelf confefſeth ; Er multa depravare conati ſum reti, 
odoret. de tamen nungiam cleferumt Cat hci, qui eorum torruptelis dexterint, & non per- 
bets, Piſcrint libre facr, Taue That the Caen, were as vigilant as the 
Sax _ | therefore could never effect their defign in cor- 


J. 2. de V. Heretichs malicious, and dulden 19n : 
D.c. 7- rupting the Scriptare, Beſides, it is obſetyable, that among thoſe multi- 
tades of various leFjons I the New TePtaarent, of "which R. Stephen made 2 
collection out of Hxteen MSS of 2384. s n were occaſioned 
by the general A of Copies, and the mu titodes of tranſcriptions 
by ſuch as were dither ightoratif'or careleſs) yet there are none which are 
material, fo as to efnttrench upon the 10 and authority of the Copies as 
rule of Faith and Manners; they are therefore but74cings of the Mn, * 
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no wounds of any vital part. Abating therefore only what muſt neceſſarily 
be ſuppoſed in the multitudes of Copies tranſcribed, there is ſo great inte- 
riy and incorruption in thoſe Copies we have, that we cannot but therein 
rake notice of a peculiar hand of Divine Providence in preſerving theſe au 
tbentick records of our Religion ſo ſafe to out dayes. But it is time now to 
return to you. þ N 9151.3r0 os 
You would therefore perſwade us, That we have #0 ground of rertainty as 
to the Copies of Scripture, but comparing them with the Apoſtles Autographa 3 
but I hope our former diſcourſe hath given you a ſufficient account of our 
certainty without ſeeing the Apoſtles own hands. But I pray what certainty 
then had the Jews after the Captivity, of their Copies of the Law ? yet 1 
cannot think you will deny them any ground of certainty in the time of 
Chriſt that they had the true Copies both of the Law and the Prophets ; and 
hope you will not make the Sanbedrin, which condemned our Saviour 
to death, to have given them their only Infallible certainty concerning it. 
if therefore the Fews night be certain without Iwfal/ibility, why may not 
we? for if the Oracles of God were committed to the Fews then, they are to 
the Chriſtlant now. | Fe 
You yet further urge, That there can be no certainty concerning the Auto- 
grapha's of the Apoſtles, but by tradition : And may not every univerſal tradi- 
tion be carried up as clearly at leaſt to the Apoitles ti mes, as the Scriptures ; by 


We grant there can be no certainty as to the Copies of Scriptare but from 
tradition, and if you can name any of thoſe great things in Controverſie 
between us, which you will undertake to prove to be as wniverſal a' traditi- 
on, as that of the Scriptures; you and I ſhall not differ as to the belief of 
it. But think not to fob us off with the tradition of the preſent Church in- 
ſtead of the Church of all ages, with the tradition of your Church inſtead of 
the Catholick, with the ambiguous teſtimonies of two or three of the Fathers 
inſtead of the univerſal corſent of the Church ſince the Apoitles times. If i 
ſhould once ſee you prove the Infallibility of your Church, 'the Pope's Supre- 
macy, Invocation of Saints, Veneration of Images, the neceſſity of (ælibate in 
the Clergy, a punitive Purgatory, the lawfulneſs of communicating in one kind, 
the expediency 1 the Scriptures and Prayers being in an unknown tongue, the 
Jacrifice of the Maſs, Tranſubſtantiation (to name no more) by as nnqueſtio- 
nable and univerſal 4 tradition as that whereby we receive the Scriptures, I 
ſhall extol you for the only perſon that ever did any thing conſiderable on 
your (ide, and I ſhall willingly yield my ſelf up as a Trophey to your brave 
attempts. Either then for ever forbear to mention any ſuch things, as 
Univerſal Tradition among you as to any things, beſides Scriptures, which 
carry a neceſſity with them of being believed or practiſed; or once for all 
undertake this task, and manifeſt it as to the things in Controverſie be- 
tween us. Your next Paragraph ( beſides what hath been already diſcuſ- 
led in this Chapter concerning Apoſtolical tradition of Scripture ) empties it 
ſelf into the old mare mortuum of the formal object and Infallible application 
of Faith, which I cannot think my felf ſo much at leaſure to follow you 
into, ſo often as you fall into it. When once you bring any thing that 
hath but the leaſt reſemblance of reaſon more than before, I ſhall afreſh 
conſider it, but nor till then. What next follows concerning reſolvin 
Fiith into prime Apoſtolical Tradition infallibly, without the Infallibility of t 
preſent Church, hach been already prevented by telling you, that his Lord- 
ſhip doth not ſay, That the infalible Reſolution of Faith is into that Apoſto- 
lical Tradition, but into the Doctrine which is conveyed in the books of Scripture 


E e from 


woſt credible Authors, who wrote in their reſpective ſucceeding ager? 1 anſwer, 


5. 8. 
P. 93. 
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p. 84. from the times down ta 2, by an unqueſtionable Tradition. Tour (tale 
Objeckion, That when we ſhould man Divine Certainty, hath been over and 
averanſwered ; and ſo hath yaur next Paragraph, T hat if the Church be not 
infallille, we cannot be infallibly certain, that Scripture is God's Word : and 
fo the remainder concerning Canonical Books, It is an eaſie matter to write 
great Books after that rate, to ſwell up your diſcourſes with needleſs repe. 
titians ; but it is the miſery that attends a bad cauſe, and a bad flomach, to 
have zncancoZed things brought up ſo often, till we wanſeate them. 
8.9. Your next offer is at the Vindication of the noted place of S. Auſtin, ] 
would not believe the Goſpel, &c. which (you ſay ) cannot rationally be under- 
ſtood of Novices, Weaklings, and Doubters in the Faith. This being then the 
place at every turn objected by you, and having before reſerved the diſcuſſi. 
on of it to this place, I ſhall here particularly and throughly conſider the 
meaning of it. In order to which, three things muſt be enquired into. 

1. What the Controverſie was which S. Auſtin was there diſcuſſing of? 

2. What that Church was which S. Auſtin was moved by the Authority of? 

g. In what way and manner thas Churches Authority did perſwade him? 

1. Nothing ſeems more neceſſary for underſtanding the meaning of this 
place, than. a true ſtate of the Controverſie, which &. Ain was diſputing 
of; and yet nothing leſs ſpoke to om either fide, than this hath been. We 
are therefore to conlider, that when Mares or Marichew began to appear 
in the world, to. broach that ſtrange and abſurd Doctrine of his in the 
Chriſtiax world, which he had received from: Terebinthwr or Buddas, as he 

Epiph. be- from Scythianue (who, if we believe Eniphaniue, went to Jeruſalem in the 

reſ-65. Apaſtiea times, to enquire into the Doctrine of Chriſtianiey, and diſpute 
with the Chriſtians about his Opinions) but eaſily fereſeeing what little 

entertainment fo ſtrange a complexion: of abſurdities would find- in the 
Chriſtian world, as long as the writings of the Apoſtles and Ewvangeliſts were 
received every where with that eſteem and veneration : TWO waies he, or 

his more cunning Diſciples, bethought themſelves of, whereby to leſſen 

the authority of thoſe writings, and: ſo make way for the Doctrine of Ma- 
xicheus. One was to diſparage the Credulity of Chriſtians, becauſe the (a- 

tholick Church inſiſted ſo much on the neceſſity of Faith, whereas they pre- 
tended:they would: deſire Men to believe nothing but what they gave them 

ſufficient. reaſon for. But all this while, ſince the Chriſtians thought they 

had evident reaſon for believing: the Scriptures, and conſequently! none to 

believe the Doctrine which did ſe them; therefore they found it ne- 

ceſſary to go further, and to charge thoſe Copies of Scripture with falſifica- 
tions and corruptions, which were generally received among Chriſtians. 

But theſe are fully delivered hy 8. Auſtin in his Book de: utilitate credendi, 

as; will appear to: any one ho looks into it; but the latter is that which 

Laim at; this he therefore taxeth them for, That 

= mihi * . with a great deal of impudence, or, to ſpeak mildly, 

les, daun Sorietur.s, Laing off cp. with mach weakneſs, they charged the Seriptures to 

* Movie. bn 2 be corrupted';, and yet conld not at fo ſmall - di- 

veuft, de Urilit, coed. a ſtance of time prove. any corruption by any Copies 

. which 4 ee Bas faith he, if they ſhould Jo, 

They would: not embrace their writings, becauſe they mere written by ſuch who 

were not careful of writing Truth; their euaſion would be more ſhy, and their 

errour more pardonable. But thus, it ſeems, they did by the A&s of the 

Apoſtles, utterly: denying: them to contain matter of Truth in them; and 

the reaſon was-very-obvious:for-it, becauſe that Book gives ſo clear an ac- 

count of the ſending the Spirit upon the Apoſtles, which the Mo 
pretende 
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ended was to be only accompliſhed in the Perſon of Mazichew. And 
boch before and after, St. Auſtin mentions it as their 


there had been corrupters of the ſacred Books, who had Ti veritatis. 


mixed ſeveral things of their own with what was written 7 Arc 1 


vr Apoſtles. And this they laid upon the Fudaizing friſſe. 1d. ib. 


iſtiant, becauſe their great Pique was againſt the — 2 ge letem 


n i 
Old Teſtament, and probably ſome further reaſon ** 


might be from the Nazarene Goſpel 3 wherein many things were inſerted by 
ſuch as did Judaize. The ſame thing St. Anſtix chargeth | 


them with, when he gives an account of their Hereſie. I Novi Teftamenti Scripturas ta- 
= quam infalſatas ita legunt, ut quod volu- 


accipiant, quod naluns rejiciant. 


And this likewiſe appears by the management of the ein 
diſpute between St. Auſtin and Fanſtus, who was much Aug. hereſ. 46. 


the ſubtileſt Man among them. Fanſtzs acknowledged rr — 


no more to be Goſpel, than what contained the Doctrine de - logia adeo non eft Evangelium, ut nec ipſe 


livered by our Saviour,and therefore denied theGemealogies — 2 — 1 — * * 


to be any part of the Goſpel z and afterwards diſputes a- fium, 1. 2. init. . 3. init. 1. 5. init. 


1 1 . Ubi ifelta veritate iſli prefocantur - 
gainſt them, both in St. Matthew, and St. Lake. And af 5 i 3 — 


ter this St. Auſtin notes it as their uſual cuſtome, when they pruraum, exitum in in fallaciz ſus rere 
could not avoid a Teftimony of Scripture, to deny it. Thus rire non peſfine : id teflimmium, quod pro- 


we ſee what kind of Perſons theſe were, and what their =—_ eff, falſum eſſe reſpondent. c. Fau- 


\& $8: C. 2, 


pretences were which St. Aſtin diſputes againſt, They 


embraced ſo much of Scripture, as pleaſed them, and no gue autoitas literdrum aperirigguis [acet 
wore. To this therefore St. Auſfis returns theſe very 5% * hues Tame arcane pr 
ſubſtantial Anſwers, That i, ſuch procedings might be ad- 10% / las vox ann, þ alicupu n. 


mitted the Divine Authority of any Books could ſignifie no- deri aſtimatur ] Id. ib. 
thing at all for the convincing of Errors. That it was much 

wore reaſonable, either with the Pagans, to deny the whole Bible, or with the Jews, 
to deny the New Teſtament, than thus to acknowledge in general the Books Divine, 
and to quarrel with ſuch particular paſſages as pinched them moſt ; that if there 
were any ſuſpicion of corruption, they ought to produce more true Copies, and more 
ancient Books than theirs, or elſe be judged by the Original Languages, with many 
other things to the ſame purpoſe. To apply this now to the preſent place in 
diſpute, St. Auſtin in that Bookagainſt the Epiſtle of Manic hæas, begins with 
the Preface to it, which is made in imitation of the Apoſtles ſtrain, and be- 
gins thus, Manichæus Apoſtolus Jeſu Chriiti, prouidentil Dei Patris, & c. To 
this St. Auſtin ſaith, he believes no ſuch thing, as that Manichæus wes an Apoſtle 
of Jeſus Chriſt, and hopes they will not be angry with him for it; for he bad 


learned of them not to believe without reaſon. And therefore deſires them to 


prove it: It may be (ſaith he) one of you may read me 


the Goſpel, and thence perſwade me to believe it. But, - * & le 
or if you ſhould meet with one, who, when you 72 the Non 3 ? Feo — yo” op nor crede- 

oſpel, ſhould ſay to you, I do not believe it? But, I ſhould Ter, wht me Cetfatice eter commoveret 
not believe the Goſpel if the Authority of the Church did not dus, Cate Begin ar vn dice 
move me : Whom therefore I obey in ſaying, Believe the perem dicentituc mibi, Noli credere Mani- 


Goſpel, Id I not obey in ſaying, Believe not Mani- nn 
ene? The — 25 2 is concerning the proving the Apoſtleſhip of 
Mazichews, which cannot in it ſelf be proved, but from ſome Records, which 
muſt ſpecifie ſuch an Apoſtleſbip of his ; and to any one who ſhould queſti- 
on the Authenticalveſs of thoſe Records, it can only be proved by the Teſti- 
mony and Conſent of the Catholic Church, without which St. AuStjn pro- 
fefſeth, he ſuould never have believed the Goſpel, i. e. that theſe were the on- 
h true and undoubted Records, which are left us of ibe Doctrine aud * 
Ee 2 | 2 0 


common ſpeech, That before the time of Manichzus, Shui vin, 7 ue — a 


* 
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of Chriſt. And he had very good reaſon to ſay ſo ; for otherwiſe the 4x. * 


thority of thoſe Books (ſhould be queſtioned every time any one, ſuch as Mani. 
chexs, (hould pretend himſelf an ApoiHle : Which Controverſies there din 
be no other way of deciding, but by the [ejFimony of the Church, which 
hath received and embraced thele Copies from the time of their firſt pub jth. 
ing. And that this was St. Auftin's meaning, will appear by ſeveral parallel 
places in his Diſputes againſt the Manichees. For in the ſame Chapter, (pe. 


Cui libro neceſſe eſt me credere, ſi credo E- 
vangelio; nuoniam utramq; Scriptur«m ſi- 
militer mibi Catholica commendat aut ho- 
ritas. ib. 


king concerning the As of the ApoStles, Which Bol 
(faith he) I muſt believe, as well as the Goſpel, becauſe the 
ſame Catholick Authority commend both : f. e. The ſame 
Teſtimony of the Oniverſal Church, which delivers the 


Goſpel as the authentick writings of the Evangelifts, doth likewiſe deliver the 
As of the Apoſiles for an anthentick writing of one of the ſame Evangeliſt: - 
do that there can be no reaſon to believe the one, and rot the other. 80 
when he diſputes againſt Fauſtus, who denied the truth of ſome things in 
St. Paul's Epiſtles ; he bids him ſhew a truer Copy than that the Carholick 
Church received, which Copy, if he ſhould produce, he deſires to know how 
he would prove it to be trauer to one that ſhould deny it. What would you do? 


Suid age,? qu) te convertes ? quam libri 
4 te prolati originem, quam vetuſtatem, 
quan ſertem ſjucceſſionis teſlem citabs? 
Avup. c. Fauſtum, I. 11. c. 2. 5 

Et rides in hic re quid Fecleſiæ Cat halicæ 
valet author itas. quæ ab ip ſis fundatiſſimis 
ſedibus Afotolorumulq, ad hodiernum diem 
{ſuccedentrum ſibimet Epiſcoporutn ſerie, Of 
tot populorum corſenſione fir matur. Id. io. 


Ita ſi de fide exemplarium queſito vertere- 
tur ſicut in nonnulls, que & paucæ ſunt & 
Sacrarum Literarum fludioſis notiſſimæ 
ſententiarum varietates, vel ex aliarum 
Regionum cedicibus, unde ipſa Docllrina 
commeavit, naſtra dubitatio dijudica' etur © 
vel, (i tibi quoque codices variarent, plu- 
res paucioribus, aut vetuſtiores recenttort- 
bias prejerrentur : & ft adhuc incerta va- 
rietas, Pracedens lingua unde illud inter- 
pretatum eſt conſulererur. Id. ib. 


(ſaith he) Whither would you turn your ſelf? I hat Ori. 
ginal of your Book could you ſhew ? What Antiquity, what 
Teſtimony of a ſucceſſion of Perſons from the time of the 
writing of it £ But on the contrary, Vi hat huge advan- 
tage theCatholicks have, who, by a conſt ant Succeſſion of 
Biſhops in the Apoſtolical Sees, and by the conſent of ſo 
many People, have the Authority of the Church confirmed 
to them for the clearing the validity of its 1eſt imony con- 
cerning the Records of Scripture. And after lays down 
Rules for the trying of Copies, where there appears a- 
ny difference between them, viz. by comparing tben 
with the Copies of other Countries, from whence the Do- 
Frine originally came; and if thoſe Copies vary too, the more 


Copies ſhould be preferred before the fewer,the ancienter be- 


fore the latter If yet any uncertainty remains, the original 


Language muſt be conſulted. This is, in caſe a Queſtion 
ariſeth among the acknowledged authentical Copies of 
the Catholick Church (in which caſe we ſee, he never 


ſends Men to the Iufallible Teſtimony of the Church, tor certainty as to the 
{ruth of the Copies) but if the Queſtion be, Whether any writing it ſelf be 
aut hentical or no, then it ſtands to the greateſt reaſon, that the Teſtimony 
of the Catholick Church ſhould be relied on, which, by reaſon of its large 
ſpread, and continual Succeſſion from the very time of thoſe writings, cannot 
but give the moſt indubitableTeſtimony concerning the Azthenticalneſs of the 
ritings of the Apoſtles and Evangeliſts. And were it not for this Teſtimo- 
ny, St. Auftin might juſtly ſay, He ſhould not believe the Goſpel, i. e. Suppoſe 


thoſe writings which 


contain the Goſpel in them (for it is plain he ſpeaks of 


heim, and not the Doctrine abſtractly conſidered) ſhould have wanted that 
conſent of the Catholic Church, that it had not been delivered down by a 
conſtant ſucceſſion of all Ages from the Apoſtles, and were not received a- 
mong the Chri ſtian Churches, but ſtarted out from a few Perſons who differ 
from all Chriſtian Churches, as this Apoſtleſpip of Manichæus did; he might 
juſtly queſtion the Truth of them. And this I take to be the trueſt and molt 
natural account of theſe ſo much controverted words of St. Auſtin;ʒ by which 
ſenſe the other two Queſtions are eaſily anſwered : For it is plain, St. Auſtin 


means 
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me ms not the judgment of the preſent Church, but of the Catholick Church, in 
the moſt comprehenſive ſenſe, as taking in all Ages and Places, or in Vin- 
centizs his words, Succeſſion, Oniverſality, and Conſent ; and it further ap- 
rs, that the influence which this Authority hath, is ſufficient to induce 
Aſſent to the thing atteſted in all, Perſons who confider it, in what Age, 
Capacity, or Condition ſoever. And therefore, if in this ſenſe you extend 
it beyond Novices and 'Veaklings, I ſhall not oppoſe you in it; but it can- 
not be denied, that it is intended chiefly for doubters in the Faith, becauſe 
the defign of it is to give Men ſatisfaction as to the reaſon why they ought 
to believe. But neither you, nor any of thoſe you call Catholick Anthors, 
will ever be able to prove, that St. Auſtin by theſe words ever dreamt of a- 
ny Infallible Authority in the preſent Church,” as might be abundantly proved 
from the Chapter foregoing, where he gives an account of his being in 
the Catholick Church, from the Conſent of Feople and Nations, from that Au- 
thority which was begun by Miracles, nouriſhed by Hope, increaſed by Charity, 
confirmed by continuance, which certainly are not the expreſſions of one 
who reſol ved his Faith into the Iafallible TeiFimony of the preſent Church. 
And the whole ſcope and deſign of this Book de utilitaie credendi, doth e- 
vidently refute any ſuch apprehenſion, as might be eaſily manifeſted, were 
it not too large a ſubject for this place, where we only examine the mean- 
ing of St. Auſtin 1n another Book. The ſubſtance of which is, that that 
Speech of his doth not contain a Reſolution of his Faith, as to the Divinity 


f Cbriſt c Doctrine; but the reſolution of it, as to the Truth and Aut hentical- } 

6 neſs of the I ritings of the Apoſtles and EwvangelifFs, which we acknoyw- 

4 ledge to be into the Teſtimony of the Catholic Church, in the moſt large 

p- and comprehenſive ſenſe. | | | | e ch, RE. 

a The next thing we come to conſider, is, an Abſurdity you charge on his s. 19. 
5 Lordſhip, viz. That if the Infallible Authority of the Church be not admitted in F. 58. f.. 
* the Reſolution, he muſt have recourſe to the private Spirit, which (ſay you) | 
„ though he would ſeem to exclude from the ſtate of the Que ſtion, yet he falls into 

0 it under the ſpecious Title of Grace; ſo that he only changeth the words, but admits 

* the ſame thing, for which you cite, p. 83, 84. That therein his Lordſhip ſhould 

af aver, that where others uſed to ſay, They were infallibly reſolved that Scripture 

n was God's 'Vord, by the Ieſtimony of the Spirit within them, that he hath the 

of ſame aſſurance of Grace. Whether you be not herein guilty of abuſing his 

er Lordſhip by a plain perverting of his meaning, will be beſt ſeen by produ- 

he cing his words. A Mar (ſaith he) 2 probably led by the Authority of the preſent F. 83 
be Church, as by the firit informing, inducing, perſwading means, to believe the 

a Seripture to be the Word of God But, when he hath ſtudied, conſidered, and 

ge compared this Jord with it ſelf, and with other Writings, with the help of ordi- 

ot nary Grace, and a mind morally induced, and reaſonably perſwaded by the Voice 

he of the Church, the Scripture then gives greater and higher Reaſons of Credibility 

hs to it ſelf, than Tradition alone could give. And then he that believes, reſolves 

ole bis lat and full aſſent, that Scripture is of Divine Authority, into internal Ar- 

of guments found in the Letter it ſelf, though found by the help and direction of 

nat Tradition without, and Grace within. Had you not a great mind to calumniate, | 
y 2 who could pick out of theſe words, That the Biſhop reſolved his Faith into 1 
a- Grace £ Can any thing be more plain, than the contrary is from them, when | 
fer in the moſt perſpicuous terms he ſays, that the laſt Reſolution of Faith is in- 
ht ternal Arguments, and only ſuppoſeth Tradition and Grace as neceſſary helps for 
oft the finding them £ Might you not then as well have ſaid, That his Lord- 
ich ſhip, notwithſtanding bis Zeal againſt the Infalibility of Tradition, is fain 
in to reſolve his Faith into it at laft, as well as ſay, that he doth it 7to Grace ; 
ans i | 


for 
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p. 86; 


for he joyns theſe two together? But, it is not poſſible to aſſert the Uſe 
and Neceſſity of Grace, in order to Faith, but the laſt Reſolution of it muſt 
be into it? Do not all your Divizes, as well as ours, ſuppoſe and prove the 
Neceſſity of Grace, in order to believing z and, Are they not equally guilty 
of having recourſe to the private Spirit? Do you really think your (elf, that 
there is any thing of Divine Grace in Faith or no > If there be, free your 
Self then from the private. Spirit, and you do his Lordſhip. For ſhame then 
forbear ſuch pitiful Calumnies ; which, if they have any truth in them, Yoy' 
are as much concerned as Your Adverſary in it. You would next perſwade 
us, That the Relator never comes near the mein difficulty, which (ſay you) 1 
if the Church be ſuppoſed fallible in the Tradition of Scripture, how it ſhall be cer- 
tainly known, whether de facto, ſhe now errs not in her delivery of it? If this 
be your grand Difficulty, it is ſufficiently affoiled already, having largely 
anſwered this Queſtion iz ter minis, in the preceding Chapter. 

Yau ask further, What they are to do who are unreſolved which is the true 
Church ; as though it were neceſſary for Men to know which is the true 
Church, before they can believe the Scriptures to be the Word of God £ But 
when we aſſert the Tradition of the Church to be neceſſary tor believing the 
Scriptures, we do not thereby underſtand the particular Tradition of any 
particular Church whole judgment they muft rely on, but the Univerſal 
Tradition of all Chriſtians, though this muſt be firſt made known in ſome 
particular Society, by the means of ſome particular Perſons, though their 
Authority doth not oblige us to believe, but only are the means whereby 
Men come acquainted with that Oniverſal Tradition. And therefore your 
following Diſcourſe concerning the knowing the true Church by its Motives is 
ſuperſeded ; for we mean no other Church than the Community of Chriſtians 
in this Controverſie ; and, if you ask me, By what Motive I come to be cer- 
tain which is. a Community of Chriſtians, and whichof Mahometans, and how 
one ſhould be known from another, I can ſoon reſolve you: But we are ſo far 
from making it neceſſary to know which: particular Society of Chriitians in 
oppoſition to others, is the true Church for reſolving this Queſtion, that 
we look on it as a great argument of the Crediblity as well as Univerſality 
of this Tradition, that all theſe differing Societies. conſent in it. And not 
only they, but the greateſt oppoſers of Chriſtianity, Jews, or Philoſophers, 
could never ſee any reaſon to call in queſtion ſuch a Tradition. 

His. Lordſhip the better to repreſent: the ſe of Tradition in the laſt re- 
ſolution of Faith makes «ſe of this Illuſtration, That. as the knowledge of 
Grammar and Logich is. neceſſary. in order ta the making a Demonſtration, yet 
the knowledge of the Concluſion is not reſolued into Grammar or Logick, but in- 
to the immediate Principles out of which it is deduced : So a Man's firſt Pre- 
parative to Faith is the Churches Tradition, but his full and laſt aſſent is re- 
ſolved. into. the internal Arguments of Scripture. This you quarrel with, 
and tell us, There is not the ſame Analogy. between Logick and (hurch- Traditi- 
on ʒ your meaning, I ſuppoſe is, becauſe Logick doth Phyſecally by inlar- 
ging the Underſtanding fit Men for Demonſtrations, but Chure h- Tradition 
cannot enable Men to underſtand the Scripture. But cannot you eaſily 
diſcern that Azalogy. which his Lord ſhip brought this IIluſtration for, 
which is, that ſome things may be neceſſary Preparations for Knowledge, 
which that Knowledge is not reſol ved into. Is not this plain in Logick, 
and is it not as plain between Tradition and Scripture £ For though Tradi- 
tion doth not open our Eyes to ſee this Light, yet it preſents: the Object to 
us to be ſeen, and that ĩn an unqueſtionable manner. Bat for all this, lay 
you, 4 Man muſt either receive it on the. ſole Authority of . 
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be 4s much inthe dark as ever, Why ſo? Is there any repugnancy in the 
thing, that Scripture ſhould be received firſt upon the account of Traditi- 
on, and yet afterwards Men reſolve their Faith into the Scripture it ſelf > 
May not a Man very probably believe that a Diamond is ſent him from a 
Friend upon the teſtimony of the Meſſenger who brings it, and yet be 
firmly perſwaded of it, by diſcerning the Spark/ings of it? Bat, (ay you 
farther, The Scriptures themſelves appear no more to be the Word of God, than 
the Stars to be of a certain determinate number, or the diſtinction of colours to a 
blind Man. If this approach not to the higheſt blaſphemy againſt the Scri- 
pure, I know not what doth. He that ſhall compare this ſaying of yours, 
with that in the precedent Chapter, That if Chriſt bad not left the Church 
 Infallible, he might be accounted an Impoſftor and Deceiver, may eaſily gueſs 

how much of Religion you believe in your heart, when on fo ſmall occaſi- 
ons you do ſo openly diſparage both Chrift and the Scriptures, It is well 
yet, your Churches Infallibility can ſtand on no better terms than theſe are; 
which will be ſufficient to keep any who have any true ſenſe of the #ruth 
and excellency of Chriſt aud the Scriptures from hearkening to it. But are 
you in good earneſt when you ſay, that Scriptures themſelves appear no mort 
to be the Word of God, than the diſtinction of colours to a blind Man, which is as 
much as nothing at all? Is there nothing at all in the excel/ency of the Do- 
Frine and Precepts contained in the Scriptures, nothing in thoſe clear diſcove- 
ries of God and our ſelves, nothing in all thoſe tranſaFions between God and 
Men, nothing in that Covenant of Redemption between God arid Man througti 
Chrift, not hing in the clear accompliſhment and fulfilling of Propheſies, nothing 
in that admirable ftrain and ſtyle which is in the writings, nothing in that 
harmonious conſent which is diſcovered in writers of ſeveral ages, intereſts, 
places, and conditions, nothing in that admirable efficacy which the Doctrine 
of it hath upon the ſouls of Men to perſwade them to renounce ſin, the 
world, and themſelves for the ſake of it; is there nothing more (I ſay) in 
all theſe, which makes the Scripture appear to be the Word of God, than the 
diſtinFion of colours to a blind Man? Could you aſſoon think to acconnt the 
flars as diſcern any thing of Divinity from theſe things in the Scriptures ? 
if your eyes were as blind as your anderſtanding, could you affoon diſtin- 
guiſh white from black, as the Scripture from the Alcoran, if they were both 
preſented to you to read, and judge of them according to the evidence you 
found in them? ls it poſſible a Man that owns himſelf a Chriſtian, ſhould 
utter ſuch opprobrious language of the Scripture? You had been before 
ſpeaking. what honour you give to the Scripture, notwithſtanding you pre- 
tend your Church Infallible, and I had mentioned fome of thoſe paſſages 
which occur in your writers in diſparagement of them: but I mult needs 
ſay they all fall (ſhort of this; the Noſe of IVax, the Iny Divinity, the 
Lesbian rule, areCourtlike expreſſions to this of yours; for this puts no diffe- 
rence in the world between the Scripture and the Alcoran, if your Church 
ſhould: propound the one as well as the other. For you could not poſſibly 
ſay worſe of the Alcoran, than that of it ſelf it appears no more to be the 
Word of God, than diftintion of colours to a blind Man. I might here ſend 
you to be chaſtiſed for this inſolent A#beiftical expreſſion to the Primitive 
Fathers, who-ſpeak ſo much in admiration of the excellency of Scriptures, 
who did vindicate them from all aſſaults of the Heathen Philoſophers. 1 
might ſend you to thoſe of your own party, who if they have any love or 
tenderneſs. for Chriſtian Religion will not ſuffer ſuch paſſages to paſs with- 
out the moſt ſevere rebukes: I might ſufficiently prove the contrary from 
the arguments uſed againſt Atheiſts by Bellarmine and others; but I ſhall 
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content my ſelf with that noble and Chriſtian con- 


Cum multa ſint in ipſã Dofrind Chriſtians feſſion of your Gregory de Valentis, from whom 
r yon might learn more piety and modeſty towards 
lud eſſe videtur, (ut 2 Clement. Alex. & 4 the Sacred Scriptures. I bere being many things in the 
2. Cs — CES — 2 Doctrine of Chriſtianity it ſelf, which of themſelves may 
bominum animos afficit, atque ad vertu- conciliate belief and authority, yet that ſeemts the greateſt 
rem ge , ft 2 verbie ſimplict to me (as hath been obſerved by Clement of Alexandria, 
namentis; nibilominus ita vehementer le- Lat antius and others) that I know not with what adm. 


Horis mentem commovet, ut nulla alia do- 
Brite. ens As 8. i. rable force, but moſt divine, it affect, the hearts of Men, 


ritatem omnino Divinam efſe, E non bu- and ſtirs them up 10 vertue. It is written with great 
manem;; hec enim ſine verborum arte, & ſimplicity, and without almoſt any artifice or ornament of 


orationis quaſi lenscinis, ad efficiendum 
animorum matum non valet. Greg. de. Va- 


ſpeech ʒ which ir an argument that its authority 3s not 


lentiz, Analyſ. fidei. I. 1. c. 25. humane but Divine, for no humane writing hath any 


Aug. c. ; 
— ſmplicitas tutiſſi mam facit: That God requires not from the common fort 


” in order tothe reſolution of Faith, that he makes none capable of it, 


power on the minds of Men without a great deal of art 
and eloquence How many things are there in this ingenuous and pious 
— of this learned Jeſuite, which might, if you have any ſhame 
left, make you ſenſible of the Blaſphemy of your former expreſſion? For, 
1. He ſaith, there are many things in the do@rine of Chriitianity which for 
themſelves may conciliate our belief, and manifeſt their authority : If for 
themſelves then certainly the . themſelves have a great deal more 
evidence, that they are the Word of God, than the diſtinqtion of colours to a 
blind Man, 2. That the peculiar ſtrain and genius of Scripture argues 
ſomething Divine in it, becauſe, notwithſtanding its ſimplicity it hath ſo 
great power and efficacy on the minds of Men; far beyond any humane 
art or Rhetorick. 3. That this may be diſcerned in the very Books of Scri- 
pture without the ſuppoſition of the authority of any Church; for he men- 
tions the Doctrine meerly as written, and what may be found by the read- 
ing of it, Go then, and learn ſome piety and ingenuity (where it is ſo 
ſeldome to be learned) from a Feſuite, and think not that we ſhall ever 
have the meaner thoughts of the Scripture for ſuch bold expreſſions ; but, 
we can eaſily ſee, that the Infallibility of the Church, and the Honour of 
Scripture cannot poſſibly ſtand together. 

Your ſubſequent diſcourſe conſiſts of ſome rare pieces of ſubtilty, which 
may be reſolved into theſe conſequences : If your Church of Rome hath er- 
red as to the number of Canonical Books, then the Catholick, Church, ever ſince 
Chriſt's time, hath erred ; if the Church may erre, then we cannot be certain 
but ſhe hath erred; if we can have no infallible certainty, then we can have 
none at all; Theſe conſequences your diſcourſe to n. 5. may be reſolved 
into; and make good ever a one of them, I will ſay you have proved ſome- 
thing ; which is more than you have done yet. 

N. 5. You object againſt his Lordſhip, That he requires ſo 2 things 

ut Men 
of extraordinary parts and learning. To which I anſwer, that his Lord- 
ſhip is not undertaking to give an account of the Faith of rude or iDiterate 
perſons, but ſuch a one as may ſatisſie Men of parts and learning, i. e. he en- 
deavoured to lay down the true rational account of it, and not to enquire 
how far God obligeth every Man that comes to Heaven, to a critical Reſo- 
lution of his Faith. And therefore for the generality of ſuch perſons who 
heartily believe the Truth of Scriptures, but are not able to give a clear 
and ſatisfactory account of it to others; Ianſwer, as S. Auſtin did in the 
ſame caſe, Cæteram quippe turbam non intelligendi vivacitas, ſed credendi 
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Cum multa ſint in ip/a Doctrinã Chriſtiana 
qu ipſa per ſe fidem illi & autoritatem 
conciliare poſſint, tamen mibi maximum il. 
lud eſſe vid-tur, (ut 4 Clement. Alex. & 4 
Lat int, C ab alits eſt obſervatum ) quod 
ſua neſ.io qua admirabili vi, divine pror ſus 
hominum animos afficit, atque ad vertu- 
tem impellit. Eft ſcripta verbis ſumplici- 
bus, C caret fe è artificio orationis & or- 
nament is; nibilominus ita vehementer le- 
For is mentem commovet, ut nulla alia do- 
rina. Quod argumento eſt, illius auto- 
ritatem omnino Divinam eſſe, & non bu- 
manam; hec enim fine verborum arte, & 
rations quaſi lenxcinis, ad efficiendum 


content my ſelf with that noble and Chriſtian con- 
feſſton of your Gregory de Valenti, from whom 
you might learn more piety and modeſty towards 
the Sacred Scriptures. I bere being many things in the 
Doctrine of Chriſtianity it ſelf, which of themſelves may 
conciliate belief and authority, yet that ſeems the greateſt 
to me (as hath been obſerved by Clement of Alexandria, 
Lafantins and others) that I know not with what admj- 
rable force, but moſt divine, it affet#s the hearts of Men, 
and ſtirs them up io vertue. It 3s written with great 
ſemplicity, and without almoſt any artifice or ornament of 


ſpeech ; which ir an argument that its authority is not 


arimorum motum non valet. Greg. de. Va- 
lentia, Analyſ. fidei. I. 1. c. 25. 


Aug. c. ep. 


Fund. c. 4. 


humane but Divine, for no humane writing hath any 
power on the minds of Men without a great deal of art 
and eloquence How many things are there in this ingenuous and pious 
— of this learned Jeſuite, which might, if you have any ſhame 
left, make you ſenſible of the Blaſphemy of your former expreſſion? F or, 
1. He ſaith, there are many things in the doctrine of Chriitianity which for 
themſelves may conciliate our belief, and manifeſt their authority: If for 


themſelves then certainly the Scriptures of themſelves have a great deal more 


evidence, that they are the Word of God, than the diitindtion of colours to a 
blind Man. 2. That the peculiar ſtrain and genius of Scripture argues 
ſomething Divine in it, becauſe, notwithſtanding its ſimplicity it hath ſo 
great power and efficacy on the minds of Men; far beyond any humane 
art or R hetorick. 3. That this may be diſcerned in the very Books of Scri- 
pture without the ſuppoſition of the authority of any Church ; for he men- 
tions the Doctrine meerly as written, and what may be found by tliz read- 
ing of it, Go then, and learn ſome piety and ingenuity (where it is ſo 
ſeldome to be learned) from a J7eſuite, and think not that we ſhall ever 
have the meaner thoughts of the Scripture for ſuch bold expreſſions; but, 
we can eaſily ſee, that the Infallibility of the Church, and the Honour of 
Scripture cannot poſſibly ſtand together. | 

Your ſubſequent diſcourſe conſiſts of ſome rare pieces of ſubtilty, which 
may be reſolved into theſe conſequences : If your Church of Rome hath er- 
red as to the number of Canonical Books, then the Catholick, Church, ever ſince 
Chriſt's time, hath erred ;, if the Church may erre, then we cannot be certain 
but ſhe hath erred; if we can have no infallible certainty, then we can have 
none at all; Theſe conſequences your diſcourſe to n. 5. may be reſolved 
into; and make good ever a one of them, I will ſay you have proved ſome- 
thing; which is more than you have done yet. 

N. 5. You object againſt his Lordſhip, That he requires ſo many things 


| in order to the reſolution of Faith, that he makes none capable of it, but Men 


of extraordinary parts and learning. To which I anſwer, that his Lord- 
ſhip is not undertaking to give. an account of the Faith of rude or illiterate 
perſons, but ſuch a one as may ſatisfie Men of parts and learning, 7. e. he en- 
deavoured to lay down the true rational account of it, and not to enquire 
how far God obligeth every Man that comes to Heaven, to a critical Reſo- 
lution of his Faith. And therefore for the generality of ſuch perſons who 
heartily believe the Truth of Scriptures, but are not able to give a clear 
and ſatisfactory account of it to others; Ianſwer, as S. Auſtin did in the 
{ame caſe, Cæteram quippe turbam non intelligendi vivacitas, ſed credendi 
ſamplicitas tutiſſi mam facit : That God requires not from the common fort 
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of believers, the ſubrilty of Speculation, bt the ſimplicity of Faitb; which 
may be very firm even in them from the reading of Heriptures, and hear- 
ing the Do@rine of it plainly delivered to den dt they are not able 
to give ſuch accounts of their Faith, Which may ſatis factory tõ any but 
themſelves: So we ſay, That the "way i ſo plain, that mean capacities may 
vot err therein. But, I wonder at you, of all Meg, thatybu ſhould charge 
our way with Jmtricacy, who lead Men into ſuch perplexitics and difficul- 
ties, before they can be ſatisſied that they ought to tbelieye z for to this end 
you make the Infal/ible Teſtimony of, the Charch neceſſiry ; and, how many 


- 


inſuperable difficulties are there before one can de aſſared of that? Firſt, de 
muſt know your (Church to be the {rve Cheb, and this muſt be prpved by 


2 continual ſucceſſion of Paſtors in your urch, nd, by a conformity of 
your Dockrine coat the Ancients ; Kd Dy nde cheſs pen not 
very eaſie [ntrodattions to Faith, like 1 taking Rome in ones way, to go 
from York to London ; but, though a Man 

find a Key to open it, and after he had ſearched in all che rübbiſh of Anti- 
quity, find enough to perſwade him yours,may be a. rue-Church,. yet he is 
as far from believing as ever, unleſs he finds a, way,throughanother Trap- 


door for his Faith, which is, that yours, YOUR eee, is yet ; 
the only Catholick Church, 3. e. that the firſt rooms he comes in, is infullibly 


the whole Houſe, and therefore he he vet needs look further. But, iuppo- 
fing this, yet if he doth nat believe this — 8 4 


ouſly, That whatever it 255 i infallibly trne, which being fo hard a task, 


lan ſho q pull down a Honſe to 


b Tnfilliblean all it lays, © 
he had as good never come into it; and thereforg he, muſt believe ſtrenu- 


(as for a Man that ſees a Houſe haf "down. before his eyes, to believe it can | 


finds nothing but ſome feeble Motives 


right place, vx. not to ſupport the Church, but to prove the truth of Chri- 
ſtian Doctrine. Theſe, and many other Intrigner, which I have former- 
ly diſcovered, do unavoidably attend the reſolution of your Faith, among 
all Perſons who profels to believe on the account of your Churches Infalli- 
bility. | 12 0 | I vo N LS: 4 TT. [ 

What follows next concerning Grace, is already anſwered : What cer- 
tainty we have that Scripture is of Divine Revelation, and conſequently 


what obligation lies upon Men to believe it, are things largely diſcour- 


ſed on in the beginning of this Chapter; and I (hall ſuppoſe ſufficient- 


Li 


ly cleared, till you ſhe me oy > contrary 24, By which it will ap- 


pear (contrary. to what follows n. that we have the higheſt Reaſons or 

Motives of Credibility, to aſſent to the/[rmth, and Divine Authority of the 

Scriptures.” 8 83 ä * 
But you 


p . 4 * . . " 
r k Go + N 1 SORES 5 FX * 5 
roceed to an attempt of ſomething new; which is, in a long 


harangue to diſprove; his Lord ſhip's, Opinion of reſolving Faith into that 


Divine Light which appears in Scriptxre, This you inſiſt on from n. 6. to 
n. 8. the ſubſtance of all Which dilcoutſe, Iſuppoſe, may be reduced to 
theſe three things, 1. That though the Scripture be called a Light, yet that 3s to 


be underſtood only of thoſe who own its authority. 2. That the Scripture cannot , 


ſpew it ſelf to be an lnfallible Light. 3. That if there were ſuch Light in Seri. 


pture, all others would ſee it as well & he, Before I come to a particular 


handling of each of thief, it will be neceſſary to conſider, What it is which 
his Lord ſhip means by this Divine Light in Scriptures. for, thereis nothing 
cauſeth more confuſion in the diſcourſes and apprehenſions of Men, than 
the applying Metaphors taken from the ſenſe to the ad of the 2nderſtar- 
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Buttreſſes to ſupport it, and at laſt 
of Credibility, which ſignifie no- 
thing as to the Church, but might have been ſtrong enough, if ſet in the 


S. 12- 
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bears proportion to the Tight in che Mind, is reaſon ; for Men's Minds bei 


ding: For, by this means, we are 2 to judge of our intellectual ads in 
a way wholly ſuĩtable to thoſe of ſenſe. We are not therefore to conceive, 
there can be any thing in Divine I ruths, which ſo immediately doth di. 
cover it ſelf to the mind, as light doth: to the eye. But that only which 


diſcurſive, and not intuitive, , they do not behold; the truth of thingy 
immediate iatuition, hut by ſuch reaſon and arguments ag do induce 
perſwade to aſſent. We are nof therefore to imagine any ſuch Light in 


Scripture, that doth as immediately work upon the Underſtanding, as the 


Light of the Sun doth on the Organs of Sight; and therefore that common 
ſpeech, that Light doth diſcover it ſelf #s well as other things is in this ſenſe 
improperly applied to the Underſtanding'; for, whatever is diſcovered to 
the mind in a diſcurſtue manner, as all Objects of Faith are, muſt have ſome 


© antecedent evidence to it ſelf, which mu be the m of the act of AL. 
ſent. That therefore Which is called the Divine 


f | ight of Seripture, is, | 
ſuppoſe that rational evidence which is contained in the Books of Scripture, 


whereby any reaſonable Man may be perſwaded that theſe Books are of 


Divine Authority. © Now that herein I; ſay nothing beyond or beſides his 


- Lordſhip's meaning and intention, Will appear by his own diſcourſe on this 
ſubject. For, 1. His 1 deſſgnedly diſproves that Opinion that 
I 


P. 65. Sed. Scripture ſhould be fully and 15 


fently known as by Divine and: Infallible Te. 


19. 0.1% flimouy, lumine proprio, by the reſplendency of that Light which it hath in it 


. Scripture is a thing coincident with Scripture it ſelf, and ſo the Principles and 


cover that theſe Books are from God. 


ſelf only, and by the witneſs that it can ſo give to it ſelf. Becauſe, as there js 
no place in Scripture that tells us ſuch Books containing ſuch and ſuch particu- 
lars, are the Canon and Infallible Will of, God; ſo, if there were any ſuch 
place, that could be no ſuſſicient proof; for, 4 Man may juſtly ask another Book 
to bear witneſs to that, and ſo in-infinitum. © Again, this inbred Light of 


the Concluſion in this kind of proof ſhould be entirely the ſame which cannot be. 
Beſides, if this inward Light. were ſo clear, how could; there have been any va- 
riety among the ancient Believers, touching the authority of S. James, and 
S. Judes Epiſtles, and the Apocalypſe, &c. For certainly the Light which is in 
the Scripture, was the ſame then which now it 5s. On theſe reaſons then, we 
ſee, his Lordſhip not only diſclaims, but diſproves ſuch knowing the Scri- 
pture meerly by the Light within. Two things then I hence infer, which 
will be very neceſſary to clear his Lordſhips meaning. 1. That he no 
where attributes ſuch an i ward Light to Scripture, that by it ſelſ it can diſ- 
4. . That where his Lordſhip men- 
tions this Light moſt, he ſuppoſeth Madition antecedent to it," as appears 
by his whole Diſcourſe. From whefice I gather this to have been the plain- 
eſt account of his way of reſolving Faith, as I have already intimated, vis. 
that the reſolution» of Faith may be conſidered two ways; into the Books, 
and into the Doctrine contained in them. The reſolution into the Books, 
muſt, of neceſſity, ſuppoſe Tradition, and rely upon it; and this kind of 
Reſolution of Faith, cannot be into any Self-evidence, or Internal Light : 


But, ſuppoſing the Books owned on the account of Tradition, if the Queſti- 


on be concerning the Divinity of the Doctrine, then he aſſerts, that the Re- 


ſolution of this is into the Divine Light of Scripture, 5. e. into that rational 
evidence which we find of the Diviaity of it, in theſe Books which are 


P. 101, u. 
32: 


owned on the account of Tradition. b . 
And that this is his Lordſhip's meaning, appears, 2. By his own Teſti- 
mony, who was beſt able to explain himſelf; for, when, he goes about to 


confirm his Opinion by the Teſtimonies of the Fathers, he tells us, This 


wet: i: th was 
3 * 1 
* A * 5 be : IJ? ö * 
: v4 4 
6 1 * ? 
* . * ** 2 * 4 
l ** 5 * 5 5 . * : o l 4 
* "uw 7 % 
4 * Pa * * Gi 9 
3 Sa - $43 a * ö 
*. „ 12 * Ke 
Rs Fo . 
29 W 
*. 1 122 = p 9 
f of * 4 1 . wo A 
” ha, * 4 vp ? Wh 1 
* Þy , © 
| W 
by 
wt 


x 


was the way which the ancient Church,ever uſed, namely, Tradition, or Eccle- 
Sſtical Authority firſt, and v ben all other ' arguanenty, but eſpecially internal, 
fram tbe Seripture it ſelfi And, tar this firſt, inſtanceth in St. Auguſtine, ws 
(faith he) gives four prooft all internal to the Scripture it ſelf, which are, 
25 The Miracles. Secondly, That there is 5 carnal in the Do@rine, 
the World. All theſe we ſee he inſtanceth in, [as internal arguments, and 
therefore make up that which he calls Divine Light. 89 that all that he 
means by this Light of Seriptare, is only that r48ioral evidence of the Digi -· 
zity of the Dockrine, which may be diſcovered iuãt, or deduced from it. 

_ Having thus explained his Lord hips meaning, it will be no matter of 
difficulty to return an Anſwer to the Particulars by you alledged. + 
1. Lou ſay, That when Scripture is ſaid to be a Light by the Royal Pra- 


phet, it is to be underſtood in this ſenſe, Becauſe, after we have once received it 


from the Infallible Authority of the Church, it teacheth what we are to do and 
believe. But, 1. Doth not the Scripture (ufficiently teach what we are to do 
and believe, ſuppoſing it not received on the infallible Authority of the 
Church? Doth that add any thing to the Light of the Scripture ? Or, do 
you ſuppote the neceſſity of infallibly believing it on the Churches Authori- 
ty, before one can diſcern what it teacheth us to do and believe? 


2. What ground have you, in the leaſt, to imagine, that David ever 


believed the Scripture on the Infallible Authority of the Church That he 
doth ſuppoſe it to be God's Word, when he ſaith, It is a light to his feet, 1 
deny not ; but that he ſhould ſuppoſe it to be ſo, becauſe the Church did in- 
fallibly tell him it was ſo, is a moſt ungrounded Aſſertion. Had he not 
ſufficient evidence that the Law was from Gad, by thoſe many unqueſtiona- 
ble and ſtupendious Miracles, which attended the delivery of it? Way 
not the whole Conſtitution and Government of the Jewiſh Nation, an im- 


their Books e Did ever the Jewiſh Sanhedrin, High Prieſt, or others, arro- 
gate to themſelves any infallible Teſtimony, in delivering the Books of 
Moſes to the People > The moſt you can fuppoſe of a ground of certain- 
ty among them, was from that Sacred Record of the Book of the Law, 
which was kept in the Ark : And how could they know that was Authen- 
zick,, but from the ſame Tradition, which conveyed the Miracles of Moſes 
to them? So that nothing like any infallible Authority of a Church was 
looked on by them as neceſſary to believe the Law to have been from 
God. 3. Suppoſing it from Tradition unqueſtionable, that the Law was 


from God, thoſe incomparable directions which were in ic might be a great 


confirmation to David's Faith, that it was his Word. Which is that he 
intends, in theſe words, Thy Word is alight to my feet, &c. to ſhe that ex- 
cellency and perſpicuity which was in his Word, that it gave him the beſt 


pregnable argument that thoſe things were true, which were recorded in 


directions for ordering his Converſation. And this is all which his Lord- 


ſhip means, that to thoſe, who, by the advantage of Tradition, have al- 
ready venerable thoughts of Scripture; the ſerious converſing with it, dot h 


highly advance them, and eſtabliſh their belief of it, as that Faith is there- 


by clinched which was driven in by education. And therefore, when he 
ſaith, That Light diſcovers its ſelf as well as other things, he preſently ad 


not till there hath been a preparing inſtruction what Light it is. Thus, (he ſaith) 


the Tradition of the Church is the firſt moral motive to belief: But the belief ts 
ſelf ; that Scripture is the Word of God, reſts upon Scripture, when a Man 
finds it to anſwer and exceed that which the Church gave in Teſtimony. 
For this his Lordſhip cites Origen, who, though much nearer the prime 

| Ff 2-8 Tradition 
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Tradition than we are, yet being to prove that the Scriptures were inſ pi· 
Orig. n red from God, he ſaith, De hoc * ex ipſis Scripturis Divinis, que 
ag vl. nos competenter moverint, &c. We will mention thoſe things out of the S.. 
4- CI. cred Scriptures, which have perſwaded ws, &c. To this you anſwer, Though 

r 33 Origen prove by the Scriptures themſelves, that they were inſpired from God ; 
et doth he never avow, that this could be proved ont of them, unleſs they wer, 
received by the Infallible Authority of the Church. Which ' Anſwer. is very 
unreaſonable. For, 1. It might be juſtly expected that when his I ordſtj 

had produced an expreſs Teſtimony to his purpoſe out of Origen, you 
ſhould have brought ſome other as clear for his believing Scripture on the 

Churches Infallibility, which you are ſo far from, that you would put us 

to prove a Negative But, if you will deal fairly, and as you onght to do, 
roduce your Teſtimonies out of him, and the reſt of the Fathers concern. 
ing your Churches Infallibility. Till then, excuſe us if we take their expreſs 
words, and leave you to gather Ixfallibility out of their latent meanings, 

2. What doth your Infallibility conduce to believing Scriptures for them- 

ſelves ? For, you (ay, The Scriptures cannot be proved by themſelves to le 

God's Word, unleſs they were received by the Infallible Authority of the 

Church ; it ſeems then, if they be ſo received, they may be proved by 

themſelves to be God's Word. Are thoſe Proofs by themſelves ſufficient for 

Faith, or no? If not, they are very fender Proofs : If they be, what need 

your Churches Infalibility £ Unleſs you will ſuppoſe, no Man can diſcern 

thoſe Proofs without your Churches Teſtimony; and then they are not 

Proofs by themſelves,* but from your Churches Infallibility z which may 

ſerve for one acceſſion more to the heap of your Contradictiont. His Lord- 

ſhip aſſerting the /aſ# Reſolution of Faith to be into ſimply Divine Authori- 
ty, cites that ſpeech of Herr. à Gandavo, That inthe Primitive Church, when 
the Apoitles themſelves ſpake, they did believe ee for the ſake of God, 
and not the Apoſtles ; from whence he infers, I, where the Apoitles themſeloes 
ſpake, the laſt reſolution of Faith was into God, and not into themſelves on 
their own account; much more ſhall it now be into God, and not the preſent 
Church, and into the Writings of the Apoftles, than into the words of their Suc- 
wid. ceſſors made up into Tradition. All that you anſwer, is, That this Argument 
muſt be ſolved by the Biſhop, as well as you, becauſe he hath granted the Aut hori- 
ty of the Apoſtles was Divine as well as you. Was there ever a more ſenſeleſs 

Anſwer ! Doth Gandauo deny the ApoFles Authority to have been Divine? 

Nay, Doth he not imply it, when he faith, Men did not believe for 

the ApoStles ſake, but for God's, who ſpake by them. As St. Paul ſaid, Ion 


received our Word, not as the Nord af Men, but as it is indeed the Word of God. 7 
How the Biſhop ſhould be concerned to anſwer this, is beyond my skill to 5 
imagine, If Origen ſpeaks to ſuch as believe the Scriptures to be the Word of 0 
God ; ſo doth the Biſhop too, viz. on the account of Tradition and Educa- a 
tion. If Origen endeavoured by thoſe Proofs to confirm and ſettle their 6 
Faith, that is all the Biſbop aims at, that a Faith taken up on the Churches 1 
Tradition, may be ſettled and confirmed by the internal Arguments of p 
Scripture. But, how you ſhould from this Diſcourſe aſſert, That the Au- 1 
thority of the Church muſt be Infallible in delivering the Scripture, is again 64 
beyond my reach, neither can I poſſibly think what ſhould bear the face { 
of Premiſes to ſuch a Concluſion. Unleſs it be, if Origen aſſert, That the, % 


Scriptures may be believed for themſelves, if Gandavo ſaith, That the Reſolu- 
tion of Faith muſt be into God himſelf, then the Churches Authority muſt be 


i 

2 

Infallible; but it appears already, that the Premiſes are true, and e . 
then 
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ver? Can you diſcover any where ſuch an unexpreſſible energy and force 
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then remains but _ Ge. which may indeed be liſted among your 
rare Argumentations for Iufallibili . 

2. That Scripture cannot manifeſt it ſelf to be an infullible Light ; the proof $: 13+ 
of which is the deſign of your following Diſcourſe. © Wherein you firſt Quar- 
rel with the Biſhop for his arguing from the Scriptures being 4 Light; for 
thence (you ſay) it will only follow, that the” Scripture manifeſts it ſelf to be 
a Light, which von grant, but that it ſhould manifeſt it ſelf to be an Infallible | 
Light you deny; for (ſay you) unleſs he could ſbem that there are no other p. 88, 26 
Lights, ſave the Word 27 and ſuch as are Infallible, he can never make 
good his conſequence. For in Seneca, Plutarch, Ariſtotle, you read many 
Lights, and thoſe manifeſt themſelves 40 be Lights ;, but they do not therefore 
manifeſt themſelves to be Infallible Lights. The ſubſtance of your Argument 
lies in this, The Scripture diſcovers the Being of God; ſo doth the Talmud 
and Alcoran, as well as it ; the Scripture delivers abundance of moral Inſtru- 
ions, but theſe may be found in multitudes of other | Books, both of Chriſtians, 
aud Jews, and Heathensz and as we do not thence infer, that theſe Books are 
Infallible, - ſo neither can we that the Scriptures are. This is the utmoſt of 
Senſe or Reaſon, which I can extract out of your Diſcourſe ; which reduced 
into Form, will come to this. If the Scriptures contain nothing in them, 
but what may be found in other Byoks that are not Infallible, then the 
Scriptures cannot ſhew themſelves to be Iafallible; but the antecedent is 
true, and therefore the conſequent, I could wiſh you would have taken 
a little more pains-in proving that which mult be your afſumption, viz. 
That Scripture contains nothing in it but what may be ſeen in Seneca, Plu- 
tarch, Ariſtotle, the Talmud, Alcoran, and other Books of Jews and Hea- 
thens. Theſe are rare things to aſſert among Chriſtians, without offering 
at any more proof of them than you do, which lies in this Sy/ogiſm. If 
Scripture contain ſome things which may be ſeen in theſe Books, then it con- 
tains not hing but what may be ſeen in theſe Books ; but the Scripture con- 
tains ſome things which may be ſeen in other Books, wiz. the exiſtence of 
God, and moral Inſtructions; therefore it contains nothing but what is in 
them. And, Do you really think that you have now proved, that there 
is nothing in Scripture that can ſhew it ſelf to be Infallible, becauſe ſome 
things are common to other Writings. © Would yon not take it very ill, 
that any ſhould ſay that you had no more Brains than a Horſe, or a Crea- 
ture of a like nature, becauſe they have Senſe and Motion, as well as you > 
Yet this is the very ſame Argument whereby you. would prove that the 
Scriptures cannot ſhew themſelves to be Divine, becauſe the Talmud, Alco- 
ran, and Philoſophers, have ſome things in them which the Scripture hath. 
But, Can you prove that the Scripture hath nothing elſe in it, but what 
may be found in any, or all of theſe Books? Will you undertake to ſhew r 

any where ſuch repreſentations of the Being and Attributes of God, ſo ſuitable 
tothe Conceptions which naturally flow from the Idea of a Supream and 
Infinite Being, and yet thoſe Attributes diſcovered in ſuch Contrivances for 
Man's Good, which the wit of Man could never have reached to; above all, 
in the Reconciliation of the World to himſelf by the Death of his So? Will 
you find out ſo exact a Rxle of Piety, conſiſting of ſuch excellent Precepts, 
ſuch incouraging * roll as are in Scripture, in any other writings whatſoe- 


ina writing of ſo great ſimplicity and plainneſs as the Scripture is? Is there 
any thing unbecoming that Authority, which 1t awes the Conſciences of 
Men with? Is there any thing mean, trivial, fabulous, and impertinent in 
it? Are not all things written with that infinite decorum and ſui bleneſs, 

| | a9 
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as do highly expreſs the Majeſty of him from whomit comes, but im t 
moſt ſweet, affable, and condeſcending manner? Are there any ſuch r- 


88 in the Writings of Sencea, Plutarch, Ariſtotle, for the Being of 


od, and Immortality of Souls, as there are in Scripture © Ate there any 
moral Iaſlructiont built on ſuch good gronrds, carried on to ſo high a degrie, 
written with that life and vigour in any of the Heathen Philofophers, as. a 
in the Scriptares? How mfinitely do the higheſt of them! fall ſhort of 
the Scripture in thoſe very things, which they feem moſt to have in com- 
mon with it? As, were it here a fit place, might beat large diſcovered. 

beſides, and beyond all thefe, Are there not other thirgs which evidence 
the Divine Revelation of the Doctrine contained in Scripture, which none 
of the Writings you mention, can in the leaſt pretend to, viz. the accurate 
Accompliſhment of Prophecies, and the abundance of Miracles wrought for 
the confirmation of the Divine Teitimony of thoſe who delivered this Dy. 
Arine to the World. And theſe very things now to us are internal tothe 
Scripture, the Motives of Faith being delivered to us in the ſame Books that 
the Doctrine of Faith is: In which fenſe the Scriptures may well be ſaid 
to be proved Divine by themſelves, and that they appear Inſallible by the 
Light which is in them, notwithſtanding you moſt pitifully pretend tothe 


contrary. And, if your Church will again pardon you tor ſuch opprobri- 


ous language of Scripture, as not only to compare the writings of Seneca, 
Plutarch, and Ariſtotle with it, which yet are commendable in their kind, 
for moral Virtue, and natural Knowledge z but thoſe wretched and notori- 
ous Impoſtures of the Alcoran, and the fabulous Relations of the Talmud; 
if, I ſay, your Church will patdon ſuch expreſſions as theſe, becauſe they 
tend to inhance her Infallibiliiy, well fare that Pope, who ſaid Heu quam 
minimo regithr nundus l | 

As for your following inſtance of a Candle lighted in a room, which ſtews 
that it is a light, but not who lighted it; ſo the ſentences in Scripture are lights, 
and ſhem themſelves to be ſuch, but they cannot ſhew themſelues to be ſuch 
Infallible Lights which are produced by none but God himſelf : I anſwer, That 
I commend your diſcretion in making choice of a Candle rather than of the 
Light of the Sun to ſet forth the Scripture by. For a Candle yields but a 
dim uncertain Light, may be put into a dark Lanthorn, and ſnuffed at plea- 
ſure ; ſo would your Church fain pretend of the Scripture, that its Light is 
very weak and uncertain, that your Church muſt open the ſides of the Lori- 
horn that it may give light, and make uſe of ſome Apoitolical Sunffers of 
the Pope's keeping, to make it ſhine the clearer, though they often endan- 
ger the almoſt extinguiſhing of it; at leaſt as to the generality of thoſe 
who ſhould enjoy the benefit of it. But becauſe that poor Light of a Candle 
cannot ſhew who lighted it, Will not the Light of the Sun maniſeſt it ſelt 
to be no greater than that of a Candle? Cannot any one infer from the vat 
extent of that light, from the vaniſhing of it upon the Su ſetting, and its 
diſperſing it ſelf at his rig, that this light can proceed only from that 
great luminous body which is in the Heavens ? And may we not proportio- 
nably inter, from the clearneſs, greatneſs, majeſty, coherency of thoſe traths re- 
vealed in Scripture, that they muſt certainly come from none but God; eſpe- 
cially being joy ned with thoſe impregnable 1 himſelf by the 


Perſons who delivered them hath given that they Were imployed by him- 


ſelf for that end > But becauſe this is a matter of great conſequence, give 
me leave to propound theſe queſtions to you, and after you have conſide- 
red them ſeriouſly, return me a rational anſwer to them. 1. Doth it 


imply any repugnancy at all in the aature of the thing, or to the 9 1 
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Col. chat he ould reveal dis mind to the World. 2. Ir it doth nor, as I 
|} uppoſe yogi! grant that, Whether, it is poſſible os God ſhould make 
evident to the World that ſuch a Late 15 from himſelf? 3. If this 
4. not impoſſible, Is it not,nece{ary-that it ſhould be ſo, ſuppoling that 
"God ſhould require theabelze of, a Do fine ſo revealed on aim of eternal 
Dae for not believing it? Ar herher God, may not give as Hear 
evidence of a Revelation" Vo the makes of; his hs 22 to the World, as he 
doth of his ings, from the Wi ow, Goodneſs and Power Which! may be 
ſeen in the Works: 0 eg . Wheth er al oth er w 7 befcohceiyable 
chat it Waal be evident that a Doin ales m 43 — gr con- 
tains things highly ſditable to the Djvime Weste. oþ ings above t 
out of humane Ream, things only, tendihg advance olineſs an . 
in the World; and this 


.v hether then 


it be no 2 2 bigheſtYilp paragement of this Divine Do- 
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Trine to ck it ſtand in ges 1750 Tofallible Teftiniotly of any company 8 
who ſhall take thie boldneſs; to call * pes the Caubolic Church, in or- 
| der to the believing of it And W Hether there can be any greater diſbo- 
4, - nour done it, than to ſay it hath ng more light to Alcbverg elf Pere | * 
4. than the Writings f Philoſophers, not to add of Jews and fabometans 2 : 
1 Theſe things I leave you and the Reader to conſider of, 200 pee 
1 What follows concerningthe athexs and others proving ibe Scriptures 
y to be the Word of God by themſelyer, "fits they have level them allibly 
1 on other ground, is, gratis 'di#um, unleſs you Gan prove from the athers, 
that they V did believe the Scriptures. infalibly on other grounds.” Which 
4 vhen you ball think fit to attempt make no queſtion to anſwer, but in 
,, the mean time to a crude aſſertion it is — to oppole a bare denial. - 
h Your following abſurdities concerning the private Spirit, Infallible - $6 
it Apoſtolical Tradition, have been frequently examined already. Only what 
e you ſay, that you rebd, eſteem, nay very bighly'reverente the Scripture ; is but p. 90. 
2 Proteftatio contra falFum, as may appear by Four former expreſſions, and 
* therefore can have no force at all with ile Men, 5 N Judge by things, and 
i not by bare words. 1 
v 3. You fay, That if 7; © gore heh foff tint 3 light ; in Keriplre fo ſhew it 5. 14. 
f Felf, you ſhould ſee it as well as we; * kein you fciey it 4 diligently, and eſteem 
7 it as highly.as -we do. What! You eſteem the Serjpture | as bighly as we, did. u. 7. 
e who ſay, that the Scripture. appeats no more of i it. [elf do be God's Word, than 
A diſtindt ion of colours to a blind Man % Tos, 'whobatin the Page before had 
f ſaid, there Was no more light; in Scripture't 1 diſcover ir elf, * in Seneca, 
7 Plutarch Ariſtotle, 24, as to ſome things than theT. almud and Alcoran ! Yow, 3 
8 who ſay that, notwithſtanding the Scriptures,” Chriſt would have been eſttem- 
3 ed an Ianor aan an Tmpoſ or, if your Church be not Infallible ! Are you 
- the Man, who efZeem.s highly of. t the Seripturet as we do? May \ we not 
* therefore juſtly y return you your own language; And [ay, that if you do not 
- ſee this light in Scripture, it is. becauſe. your eyes are "pwn your 'under(s (and= 
e ing unſanct fed, Which inſtead of diſcovering ſuch Divide light in Seri- 
— Pture as to make you love and adore it, can have the. confidence to utter = 
2 ſuch expreſſions which tend ſo hi ighly t to the diſparagement of it. But did 
— not his Lordſhi p give before a fy cient anſwer to this objection, by ſay ing, 
t 1. That the light i ſufficient in it ſelf, but n doth not follom ibat it muſt be f 5%, 


f evident to en one f 925 8 looks 3 * the 5 or dt of ina 5 
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rige to be delivefeq by Perſons who wrought 


unparalleld Miracles? 6. herherAllthe e he hot in the moſt oo nt man- 
[ot imaginable contained i in the Doctrine of Chriſtianity, Atid 1 Books ® * 
of Scripture ? Which 1 leave any Man that hath cache ſefife to judge of? 
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fo full alight as that of the firft Principles, as, that #he whole is greater than th, 


part, that the ſame thing cannot be, "and not be, at the ſame time, And yet 


ſuch is your Sincerity, you would ſeem at farſt to perſwade the Reader of 
the contrary in your next mo ve 3 but at laſt you grant that he denies 


it to be evidently known as one of the Principles of the firſt ſort. (For ye 
with — ſubtilty diſtinguiſh Principles known of themſelves, AF: 
ſuch as are either evidently, and Juch as are probably known of themſelves, i e. 
Principles known -A elves, are either ſuch as are known of themſelves, or 
ſuch as are not; for hat is but probably known, is not certainly known of i 
ſelf, but by that probable» argument which cauſeth aſſent to it.) But when 
you deny that the Scripture is ſo math as one of the ſecond ſort of Principles, 
and ſay expreſly, That of it ſelf # appears not ſo much as probably to be more 
the Word of God, than ſame other Book that 1 not truly ſuch; werc you not 
ſo uſed to Contradictions, I would deſire you to reconcile this expreſſion, 
with what you ſaid a little before of your high eſteem and Reverence of 
the Scriptures. .. © Mat, MIR 2 Pe + 
3. The Biſhop ſaith, That when he ſptaks of this light in Scripture, be only 
means it of ſuch a light as is of force to breed Faith, that it is the Word of 
God ; not to make a perfect knowledge. Nom Faith, of whatſoever it u, this, 
or other Principle, is an evidence, as well as knowledge ; and the belief is firmer 
than any knowledge cas be, becauſe it reſts upon Divine Authority, which can- 
not deceive ; whereas knowledge (or at leaſt be that thinks he knows) is not 
ever certain in deductions from Principles; but the Evidence is not ſo clear. 
Now God doth not require a full demonſtrative knowledge in us that the Scri- 
pture is his Word, and therefore in his Providence hath kindled in it no light 
for that, but he requires our Faith of it, and ſuch à certain demonitration as 
may fit that. Now what anſwer do you return to all this? Why, forſooth, 
We muſt have Certainty, nay, an Infalible Certainty, nay ſuch an infallible (er- 
tainty as is built on the Infallible Authority of the Church, yet ſuch an Infalli- 
ble Authority as can be proved only by Motives of Credibility ; which is a 
new kind of Climax in Rhetorick, viz. a Ladder ſtanding with both end- 
upon ground at the ſame time. All the anſwer I ſhal! therefore now give it, 
is, that your Faith then is certain, Infallibly certain, and yet built on but 


probable Motives, and therefore on your own Frinciples muſt be allo un- 


certain, very uncertain, nay undoubted[ and Infallibly uncertain. What 
again follows concerning Canonical Book) and the private Spirit, I mult 
ſend them, as Conſtables do Vagrants, to the place from whence they came, 

and there they (hall meet with a ſufficient Anſwer. 1 
S. 15. The remainder of this Chapter conſiſts of a tedious vindication of Bei- 
n. 8, 9 larmine aud Brierly, which being of little conſequence to the main kuli- 
neſs, I (hall return the ſhorter anſwer. I ſhall not quarrel much wich you 
|. 3. c. 14, about the interpretation of thoſe words of Bellarmine in the ſenſe you 
give them, vis. if they be underſtood of abſolute meceſſuty, not of all Chri- 
ſtians, and only in rare caſes, that it is not neceſſary to believe that there 
is Scripture, on ſuppoſition that the Doctrine of Scripture could be ſuffici- 
ently conveyed to the minds of any without it, as in the caſe of the Bar- 
barows Nations mentioned by Trexexs, But for you, who make the Tradi- 
tion ot the preſent Church Infalible, and at the leaft the Infallible conveyer 
of the Formal Objed of Faith; I do not ſee how. you can avoid making it 
as abſolutely neceſſary to be believed as any other Obje# of Faith: Unleſs your 


Church hath ſome other way of conveying Objects of Faith, than by pro- 


pounding the Seripture infallibly to us. If _cherefore Men are bound to 
ths: * * * " * 5 ſp * * 1 L* * ? 
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believe things abſolutely neceſſary to ſalvation, becauſe contained in that 


Book, which the Church delivers to be the Iafallible Word of God; I can- 


not poſſibly ſec, but the belief of the Scripture on the Churches Infallible 
Teſtimony maſt be as neceflary neceſſitate medii as any thing contained 
init, As for the Citation of Hooker by Brierely, whether it be falſified 
or no will beſt be ſeen by producing the ſcope and deſign of that worthy 
Aut bor in the Teſtimonies cited out of him. Upon an impartial view 
of which in the ſeveral places referred to, I cannot but ſay, that if Briere- 
Vys deſign was to ſhew that Hooker made the authority of the Church that 
into which Faithis laſtly reſolved, he doth evidently contradi Mr. Hooker's 
deſign, and is therefore guilty of unfaithful repreſenting his meaning. 
For where he doth moſt fully and largely expreſs himſelf he uſeth theſe 
words, which for clearing his meaning muſt be fully produced. Ser- 


pture teacheth all ſupernaturally revealed truth, without the knowledge where-L.z.e. 8 


of ſalvation cannot be attained. The main 8 whereon the belief of 
all things therein contained dependeth, is, that the Scriptures are the Ora- 
cles of God himſelf. This in it ſelf we cannot ſay is evident. For then all 
Men that hear it would acknowledge it in heart, as they do when they hear 
that every whole is more than any part of that whole, becauſe this in it ſelf is 
evident. The other we know that all do not acknowledge it when they bear 
it, There muſt be therefore ſome former knowledge preſuppoſed, which doth 
herein 1 the hearts of all believers. Scriptare teacheth ws that ſaving 
truth which God hath diſcovered to the world by Revelation, and it pre- 
ſumeth us taught otherwiſe, that it ſelf is Divine and Sacred. The queſtion 
then being by what means we are taught this ſome anſwer, That to learn it 
we have no other way than only Tradition : As namely that ſo we believe, be- 
cauſe both we from our predeceſſors, and they from theirs have ſo received. 
But is this enough? That which all Memn's experience teacheth them, may not 
in any wiſe be denied. And by experience we all know, that the firſt Motive lead- 
ing Men ſo to eſteem of the Scripture, is the Authority of God's Church. For 
when we know the whole Church of God hath that opinion of the Scripture, we 
judge it even at the firſt an impudent thing for any Man bred and brought up in 
the Church, to be of a contrary mind without cauſe. Afterwards the more we be- 
ſtom our labour in reading or hearing the myſteries thereof, the more we find that 
the thing it ſelf doth anſwer our receiv'd opinion concerning it. So that the for- 
mer inducement prevailing ſomewhat with as before, doth how much more pre- 
vail, when the very thing hath miniſtred farther reaſon. Can any thing be 
more plain (if Men's meaning may be gathered from their words, eſpecially 
when purpoſely they treat of a ſubject) than that Hooker makes the Autho- 
rity of the Church the primary inducement to Faith, and that rational evi- 
dence, which diſcovers it ſelf in the Docłrine revealed to be that which it is 
finally reſolved into? For, as his Lordſhip ſaith on this very place of Hooker, 
The reſolution of Faith ever ſettles upon the fartheſt reaſon it can, not upon the 
firſt inducement. By this place then where this worthy Author moſt clearly 
and fully delivers his judgment, we ought in reaſon to interpret all other 
occaſional and incidental paſſages on the ſame ſubject. So in that other 


Scripture be therein the ground of our belief, yet the authority of Man is, if we 
mark it, the key which openeth the door of entrance into the knowledge of the 
iptures, I will not diſpute, wherher here he ſpeaks concerning the 


knowledge of Scripture to be Scripture, or concerning the natural ſenſe and 


meaning of Scripture : ſuppoſe I ſhould grant you the latter, it would make 
little for your purpoſez for when he adds, The Scripture doth not teach us 
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the things that are of God, unleſs we did. credit Men who have taught a tha 
the words of Scripture do figniffe thoſe things. Lou need not here bid as. fly 
a while : For his ſenſe is plain and obvious, viz. that Men cannot coche to 
the natural ſenſe and importance of E words uſed in Scripture, unleſz 
they rely on the authority of Men for the ſignification of thoſe words. © He 
ſpeaks not here then at all concerning Church-Trad#tion properly taken, 
but meerly of the authority of Man, which he contends muſt in many caſe; 
be relied on, particularly in that of the ſenſe and meaning of the worg; 
which occur in Scripture. Therefore with his Lord ſhips leave and your 
too, I do not think that in this place Hooker by the authority of Man doth 
underſtand Church-Tradition, but if I may ſo call it Humane-Tradition, vx. 
that which acquainteth us with the force and ſigniſication of words in aſe, 
When therefore you prove, that it is Tradition only, which is all the 
ground he puts of believing Scripture to be the Word of God, from thoſe 
words of his, That utterly to _ 


mony, were to ſhake the very Fortreſs of God's truth. Now (ſay you) Hop 
can that Fortreſs ( the Scriptures ] be ſhaken, were not that authority eſteemed 
by bim the ground of that Fortreſs That may very eaſily be ſbewn, 9jz. 
by calling in queſtion the truth of humane teſtimony in general; for he 
plainly ſpeaks of ſuch a kind of humane teſtimony as that is, whereby we 
know there is ſuch a City as Rome, that ſuch and ſuch were Popes of Rome, 
wherein the ground of our perſwaſion can be nothing elſe but humane teiti- 
mony; now take away the credit and validity of this teſtimony, the very 
Fortreſs of truth muſt needs be ſhaken z for we could never be certain that 
there were ſuch perſons, as Moſes, the Prophets, Chriſt and his Apoſtles in 
the world, we could never be certain of the meaning of any thing written 
by them. But how far is this from the final reſolution of Faith into Church- 
Tradition ? But the place you lay the greateſt force on, 1s that which you 
T. a. led. 4. ſyſt cite out of him, Finally we all believe that the Scriptures of God are ſe- 
cred, and that they have proceeded from God; our ſelves we aſſure, that we ds 
right well in ſo believing. We have for this a demonſtration ſound and Infal- 
lible. But it is not the Word of God which doth or can polſibly aſſure as, that 
we do well to think it his Word. From hence you inter, that either be muſt 
ſettle no Infallible ground at all, or muſt ſay that the Tradition of the Church 


i that ground. No Infallible ground in your ſenſe, I grant it, but well 
enough in his own; for all the difficulty lies in underſtanding what he 


means by Infallible; which he takes not in your ſenſe for a ſapernainral, 

but only for a rational Infallibility; not ſuch a one as excludes poſſzbility of 

deception, but all reaſonable doubting. In which ſenſe he faith of ſuch 
L. 2. ſed. 8. things as are capable only of moral certainty, That the Teſtimony of Man 
will ſtand as a ground of Infallible aſſurance ; and preſently inſtanceth in 
theſe, That there is ſuch a City of Rome, that Pius V. was Pope there, &c. 
So afterwards he faith, That the mind of Man deſereth evermore to know the 
truth according to the moſt Infallible certainty which the nature of things can 
yield by which it is plain, that the atmoſt certainty which things are ca- 
pable of, is with him Zrfal/ible certainty; and ſo a ſound and I»fabible 
ground of Faith is a certain ground, which we all aſſert may be had without 
your Churches Infabible Teftimony. Whether therefore Brierely 25 you 
are not guilty, if not of falſifying Hooker's words, yet of perverting his 
meaning, let the Impartial Reader judge. 7 1 V. 


CHAP. 


e the force and ſtrength of Man's teſti. 


« "ag ;_ Yo Og oa i. ** 


; „ * a> a4. 11 — * * 
: - — - , , | | * 
o = MN , , x * 7 1 * y 1 ark! Is 
HAP. . © 3s 3 > 
; . 6 | : 2 


e O HAP. VIE rr arri 

* 0 f , % * X * 
LL 2 { on 4 W nnn A Wh AR * 7b 
The Churches Infallibility not proved from gcripture. 


Tie. 

me general conſiderations from the deſign of proving tbe Churches Iufalli. 
TIS from Scripture. No Infallibility in te High Prieff ind: bis _ | 
under the Law; if there had been, no neceſſity there ſhould le nntler the 
Goſpel. Of St. Baſil's Teſtimony concerning Traditions. Scripture: leſs 
liable to Corruption than Traditions. - The great ainty 'of judging 
Traditions when Apoſtolical, when not. The Churches | perpetuity being 
promiſed in Scripture proves not its Infallibility. His Lordſhip dotb not 
falſifie A.C.*s words, but T. C. doth his meaning. Producing "the' Jeſuits. 
words no traducing their Order. T. Cs ' miſerable Apology| for. them. 
the particular Texts produced for the Churches Infallibiluy, examined. 
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y No ſuch Infallibility neceſſary in the Apoſtles Succeſſors as in Themſelves. 

| The Similitude of Scripture and Tradition to an Ambaſſadour and his Creden- 

> tials, rightly ſlated. | | | ME SIA e "THOR os 

4 HE main deſign of this Chapter being to prove the Iufallibilutiy of 5. . 

" the Church from the Teſtimonies of Scripture; before I come to a 
particular diſcuſſion of the matters contained in it, I ſhall make'\ſome. 

4 general Obſervations on the ſcope and deſign of it, which may give more 

* light to the particulars to be handled in it. 1. That the Infallibility you' 

4 challenge to the Church, is ſuch as muſt” ſuppoſe a promiſe extant of it in Scri- 

1 pture ; Which is evident from the words of A. C. (which you own) to his 

53 3 That if he would confider the Tradition of the Chuych, not only: a 

A it is the Tradition of a company of fallible Men, in which ſenſe the Authority of 

15 it is humane and fallible, but as the Tradition of à company of Men aſſiſted by 

L Chriſt and his Holy Spirit; in that ſenſe he might eafily find it more than an 

of Introduction, indeed as much as would amount to un Infallible;Motive. 

F Whence I infer, that in order to the Churches Teſtizeony being an Infalli- : 

* ble Motive to Faith, it muſt be believed that this Company of Men which 

11 + make the Church, are aſſiſted by Chriſt and his Holy Spit; Now 1 demand, 

bs debe ine there were no Seripture extant (the belief of which you ſaid 

F before in defence of Bellarmine, was not neceſſary to Salvation) by what 

of means could you prove ſuch an Infallible Afsftance of the Holy Spirit in the 

1 Catholick: Church in order to the perſwading an Infidel to believe? Could 

5 you to one that neither believes Chriſt, nor the Holy Ghoſt, prove evidently 

"A that your Church had an affiſtance of both theſe? You tell him that he can-' 

LY not believe that there is a Chriſt or a Holy Ghiſs, unleſs he believes firſt your 

he Church to be Infallible, and yet he cannot believe your Church to be Iafalli- 

1 ue, unleſs he believes there are ſuch things as Chriſt and the Holy Got; for * 

> that Infallibility, by your own confeſſion, doth ſuppoſe the peculiar - 

ple ſtance of both theſe. And can any one believe cer ns before he be 

* lieves they are? If you ſay, as you do, By the Motives of Credibility you 

ou will prove your Church Infallible (ſetting aſide the abſurdity of that which I 

* have fully diſcovered already.) Is it poſſible for you to prove your Church 

, unleſs antecedently to the belief of your Churches Infabhbility, 

> you can prove to an Infidel the truth of theſe things? 


1. That the ner of Chriſt and the Holy Gboſt, are no Chimerical Fancies 

p. and Ideas, but that they do import ſomething reul- Other wite an Infidel would 
ſpeedily tell you, theſe names imported nothing but ſome kind of Magical 

Gg 2 Spells 


The Churches Halls PAT 


Spells which. could keep Men from errour, as long as they carried them about 
with them. That as well might Mabomet, or any other /wpoſtor, pretend 
an Infallible 4(ſiftance from ſome Tutelar Angels, with hard Arabic“ names 
as you of Ci, and the Holy Ghoſ#, unleis you can tuake it appear to him. 


that really there are ſuch Beings as Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt ; 
have proved it to him, and he be t proof inclinable to believe it 
vou are bound to tell him by your for all theſe Proofs, he can 
ovly there are ſach Beings, but he cannot really believe them, unleſz 
he firſt beljeves your Church Infallible. - And when be tells you; He can 
according to your awn DoGrine, believe that Infallibility, uuleſi be believes thy 
other fo, Would-he not cry out upon you, as either lamentable Foul, 
that did not under ſland what you laid, or egregious Impeſtors, that play faſt 
and looſe with him, bidding him believe firft one thing, and then another, 
till at laſt he may juſtly tell yoo, that in this manner he cas not be perſwa- 
ded to believe any thing at all 7 2. Suppoſing he ſhould get through this, 
and believe that there were ſuch Beings as Chrift and the Holy Gboſt, Fe may 
juſtly ask you, 1. Whether there be nothing elſe but ſuch a kind of Hel- 
lectus Agens, as the Arabick,Philoſophers imagined, ſome kind of Being which 
did aſſiſt the underſtanding in conception? You anſwer him No, but they 
are real diftin perſonalities of the (ame nature and eſſence with God himſelf , 
then he asks, 2. Whence doth this appear? For theſe being ſuch grand 
difficulties, you bad need of ſome very clear evidence of them: If you fend 


bim to Scripture, he avks you, To what end? For the belief of that muſt | 


ſappoſe the trath of the thing in queſtion, that your Church is Infallible in 
delivery of this Scripture for Divine Revelation. But he further demands, 
3. Whence comes that Church which you call Ixfallille to have this A. 
flance of both theſe > Do they aſſiſt all kind of Men to make them Infallible ? 
You anſwer, No. Bat, Do they aſſiſt, though nat all Men ſeparately, 
yet all ſocieties of Men conjunctly? You anſwer, No. Do they aſſiſt all 
Men only in Religious Actions. of what Religion ſoever they are? Still 
you anſwer, No. Do they aſſiſt then all Men of the Chriſtian Religion in 
their Societies? No, Do they aſſiſt all thoſe among the Chriſtians, who ſay, 
they have this AſſaiFence ? No. Do they thus aſſiſt all Chxrches to keep them 
fromerrour? Ne. Whezz is it then that they do thus infallibly aſſiſt? You 


anſwer, The Church. But what Church do you mean? The Catbolick Church. 


But, which is this Catholick Church (for, I hear, there are as great Contro- 
verſies about that, as any thing.) You muſt anſwer confidently, That 
Church which is in the Roman Communion, is the true Catholick Church. Have 
then all in that Commwnion this Infallible Aſiſtance? No. Have all the Bi- 
foops in this Communion it? No. Have all theſe Biſhops this Aſſiſtance, 
when met together? Ter, ſay you, awndoubtedly, if the Pope be their Head, 
aud confirm their Ach. Then it ſhould ſeem to me, that this I»fa/ible Aſi- 
ſtence is in the Pope, and he it is whom you call the Catholic Church. 
ſurely he is a very big Max then, is he not ? But, ſay you, Theſe are Controver- 
fies which are not neceſſary for you to know, it ſuſſiceth that the Cathalick Church is 
the je of Infallibility. But, I had thought nothing could have been more 
neceſſary than to have known this : But I proceed then, How comes this Ca. 


* 
* 


tholick Church to have this Infulible Aiſtence ? Cannot 1 ſuppoſe that Chriſt 


and the Holy Spirit may exiſt without giving this Aiſtance? Cannot I ſuppoſe 
that Gene | may be in the World, 2 ſuch an Infallibi 775 
Is this Ai tante therefore a neceſſary, or a free Act? A free Ack. If a free 4d, 
then, for all you know, Your Catholic k Church may not be fo aſſiſted: No, 
(you reply) you are ſure it is ſo aſſiſtod. But, Whence can you be ſare of 


and when you 
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flance of Chriſt and the Holy Spirit, unleſs you produce ſome expreſs Promiſe 
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an arbitrary thing, unlels the Authors of this Hiſt ence have engaged them- 
ſelves by Promiſe, to give your Catholick Church that falle Affeſtanve 2 
Ts, that they have (voi reply) and then produce, Lale xo. £6. Mes. 28. 
20. Jabæ 14. 16. But, although our del might ask forme untoward Que- 
ſtions {till 3 as, How ron are * are —2 Promiſes, when the know - 
e that they ate Divize muſt ſuppoſe the thing to be true, wine 

Con prove out of them, viz. that your Chu A In S © whe 

them Divine, how are you ſure, That, and no ocher, is the meaning of them, 

when from ſuch places you prove, that your Cub is the only Jwfallible . 
tepreter of Scriptwre Bur, I let pals theſe, and other Queſtiors, and f 
fie my ſelf with this, That # is #wopoſſible for you to prove ſuch an 


rm 
2. This being impoſſible, it neceſſarily follows, That the only Mariver of 
Credibility, which can prove your Church Trfallible, muſt be ſnch #s tb bee 
dently prove theſe Promiſes to be Divine. This is ſo plain and evident 4"Con- 
ſetary from the former; that it were an rost upon humane underſtanding, 
to go about to prove it: For, if the Iafallilility doth depend upon the Pro- 
miſe, nothing can prove that Iafallibilitñ, but what doth prove that Pro- 
miſe to de Trae and Divine . True, or elſe not to be believed; Divine, or 
elſe not to be relied on for ſuch an Ai ante ʒ none elſe being able to make 
a promiſe of it, but the Author of it. As therefore my right to an Eſtate as 
given by Nail, depends wholly upon the Ju and Validity of chat i, 
which I muſt firſt prove, before I can challenge any vg to it; $6 your 
pretence of Irfallibilizy muſt ſolely depend upon the -Promifer which you 
challenge it by. By which it appears, that your attempting to prove the 
Infalibility of your Church, by Motives of Credibility, aritecedent to, and 
independent on the Scripture, is vain, ridiculous, and deſtructive to that 
very Iufallibility which you pretend to. Which, being by a free Aſſiſtance 
of Chris, and his Spirit, muſt wholly depend on the proof of the 
made of it. For, if you prove no Promiſe, all your Motives of Credibility 
prove nothing at all, as I have at large demonſtrated before, and ſhall not 
follow you in needleſs ION. _— 2 " wb Is ; * 

, No right to any priviledge can be challenged, by virtue of a fe Promiſe 
“ to <tr perſons, unleſs it be evident that a the Promi- 
ſer was, that it ſhould equally extend to them and others. For the Promiſe be- 
ing free, and the Priviledge ſuch as carries no neceſſity at all along with it, 
in order to the great ends of Chriſtian Religion ; it is intolerable Arro- 
gence and Preſumption to challenge it, without manifeſt evidence, that the de · 
ſign of it was for tbem, as well as the Perſons to whom it was made. In- 
deed, in ſuch Promiſes which are built on common and general grounds, 
containing things agreeable to all Chriſtiani, it is but reaſonable to infer 
the umyerſal extent of that Promiſe to all ſuch as are in the like condition. 
Hence the Apoſtle infers, from the particular Promiſe made to Jeſpus, I will 
never leave thee, nor forſake thee 3 the effect of it upon all believers, - Al- 
though, had not the Apo done if before us, it may ſeem queſtionable oi 
what ground we could have done it, unleſs ſrom the general reaſom of it, 
and the unbounded nature of "Divine. Goodweſr, in things neceſſary for the 
Good of his People. But in things arbitrary, and ſuch as contain ſpecial Pri- 
viledge in them, to challenge a right to a Promiſe of the ſame Pri 4 
without equal evidence of tne deſcent of it, as the firſt Grant, is great pre- 
ſumption, and a challenge of the Promiſor for Purtiaiuy, H he doth not make 
it good. Becauſe the pretence of the right of the Pribileudge goes upon this 
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4: Nothing can be more unreaſonable,” than to challenge a right to 4 Prisj. 
ledge, by virtue of ſuch a Promiſe which was granted upon uite different coy. 
federations *fromehe grounds on which that right is challenged. Thus I (ha 
after make it evident, that the Promiſe of an Infallible Aſſiſtance of the H. 
ly Ghoſt, had a peculiar reſpect to the Apoſtles preſent employment, and the 
firſt ſtate of the Church, that it was not made upon reaſons common to all 
Ages, viz. for the Government of the Church, deciding Controverſies, Found. 
tion of Faith, all which Ends may be ſufficiently attained without they, 
But, above all, it ſeems very unreaſonable, that a Promiſe made to Per. 
ſons in one offtce, muſt be applied in the ſame manner to Perſons in a quite 
different office ; that a Promiſe made to each of them ſeparate, muſt be equal. 
ly applied to others only as in Council; that a Promiſe made implying Dj. 
vine Aſi ſtance, muſt be equally applied to ſuch, who dare not ſay, that 


Aſſiſtance is Divine (but Infallible, and after a ſort Divine) that a Promiſe 


made of immediate Divine Revelation, and enabling the Perſons who en- 
joyed the Priviledge of it, to work Miracles to atteſt their Teſtimony to be 
Infallible, ſhould be equally applied to ſuch as dare not challenge a Divine 
Revelation, nor ever did work a Miracle to atteſt ſuch an Infallible Aſſiſtance. 
Yet all this is done by you in your endeavour of fetching the Infallibilu, 
of your Church, out of thoſe Promiſes of the afſsſtance of Chriſt and his 
Spirit, which were made to the ApoiFles. Theſe general Conſiderations, do 


ſufficiently enervate the force of your whole Chapter, which yet I come 


particularly to confider. _ 

His Lordſhip tells A. C. That in the ſecond ſenſe of Church-Tradition, he can- 
not find that the Tradition of the preſent Church is of Divine and Infallible Au- 
thority, till A. C. can prove that this company of Men (the Roman - Prelates 
and Clergy he means ) are ſo fully, ſo clearly, ſo permanently aſſiſted by Chriſt, 
and his Spirit, as may reach to Infallibility, mich leſs to « Divine Infallibility, 


P.98. n. 1: in this or any other Principle which they teach. In anſwer to this, you tell us, 


That the Biſhop declines the Queſtion by withdrawing his Reader from the theſis, 
to the hypotheſis 3 from the Church, to the Church of Rome. But, ls it not (ut- 


ficiently known to all Perſons who deal in this Controverſie, what you 


mean by the Catholick Church in this Controverſie, that it ſhall not be law- 
ful for his Lordſhip in a Parentbeſis, to ſhew where you place this Infalibili- 


1, but he muſt be charged with declining the Queſtion 2 This only ſhews 1 


, through 
. fary good. I muſt believe it, becauſe you tell me ſo, though I ſee no great 


deſire to cavil at little things, when you were unable to anſwer greater. 
Beſides, in the way you take of proving the Churches Infalibility by the 
Motives of Credibility, there is a neceſſity even in this Controverſie, of de- 
claring what that Catholick Church is, which muſt be known by theſe Mo- 
tives 3 and therefore you have no cauſe to look upon this as runningaway 
from the r That A. C. after a lang and ſilent attention, did meer- 

the heat of his zeal, become earnef} in this buſineſs, to do hig@{dver- 


Motive of Credibility for it. And on that account did deſire him, to conſider 


the Tradition of the Church, as of a company of Men infallibly aſſi ted. For ſuch | 


aſſeſtance (you ſay) is neceſſary as well to have ſuſſicient aſſurance of the true 
Canon of Holy Scripture, as to come to the true meaning and interpretation 
thereof. But this is as eaſily denied as (aid. We wait therefore for your 
Proofs. ee] * * 208 FM 


P.91.n.26, That which only ſeems here intended for that end, is, That when the Re- 
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lator had ſaid, The Prophets under the Old Teſtament, and the Apoſtles under the 
New, had ſuch an Infallible Divine Aſſiſtance ; but neither the High Prieſt with 
his Clergy in the Old, nor any Company of Prelates or Priefls in the New, rs 
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. 
the Apoſtles, ever bad it. To this you reply; That the like aſſiſtance: C with v. g7.0. 1. 


the Prophets and Apoſtles  ) the High Prieft with b Clergy bad in the Old Ie. 
3 a5 we gather ont of Deut. 17. 8. O Where in doubts Phe people were 


Chap: VIII. "mr \pyoved from Ser hre. 


— 


bound, not only to have recourſe to the High Prieſt and bis Clergy, but te ſubmit 
and ſtand to their judgment. Much more then ought we to think, that there is 
ſuch an „ in the New Ieflanem ; which could not ſtand without Infal- 
h;bility. Witneſs the infinite difſentions and diviſions in Points of Faith, 
amongit all the different Chriſtians that deny it. „ 
Two things the force of this argument lies in. 1. That there was In. 
fallibility in the High Erieſt and his Clergy under the Law. 2. That if there 


were ſo ther, there ought to be ſo now. Both theſe muſt be conſidered,” # 


1. That there mas Infallibility in the Higb Frieſt and his Clergy untger the 
Law, which you prove from Deut. 17. 8. Becauſe there the people were not 
only to baue recourſe to them, but to ſubmit and ſtand to their judgment, This 
argument in form, is this. Where there is to be not only a recourſe, but an 
obligation to ſubmiſſion, there muſt be Infallibility; but there were both theſe 
among the Jews, as to the High Prieſt and his Clergy; ergo. You ma ſee how 
forcible this argument is in a like caſe : Where there is to be not only a re- 
courſe in matters of difficulty, but an obligation to ſubmit and ſtand#to their 
judgment, there muſt be I»falibility; but to the Parliament of England there 


ought to be not oply a recourſe in matters of difficulty, but a ſubmiſſion to | 


their judgment ;, therefore the Parliament of England is as infallible as | 
High Prieit and Clergy under the Law, by the very argument by you pr 
ced. The ſame will hold for all Courts 21555 But, Can you by no 
means diſtinguiſhbetween an obligation to ſubwiſſron, and an obligation in con- 
ſcience to aſſent to what is determined as infallibly trust Is every perſon in all 
judiciary Caſes, where ſubmiſſion is required, bound to believe the Judge: 


ſentence infallible ? It ſo, we need not go over the Ahr for Infallibility, we 
may have it much cheaper at home: But, I ſuppoſe you will reply, The 


caſe is very different, becauſe in the Text by you produced, 1. Not Civil 
Matters, but Religious are ſpoken of. 2. That not any Civ Magiſtrates} but 
the High Prieſt and bis Clergy are the Judges mentioned. 3. That not every 
kind of Judgment, but an Infallible Judgment is therè ſet down. But, if eve- 
ry one of theſe be falſe, you will ſee, what little advantage comes to your 
cauſe by this Teſtimony ; which I ſhall in order demonſtrate. 7 . 
1. That this place ſpeaks not of Religious Cauſes, as ſuch but of Civil 
Cauſes, i. e. not of matters of DoFrine to be decided as true or falſe, but mat- 
ters of Juſtice to be determined as to right and wrong. Not but that ſome 
things concerning the Eccleſtaſtical Polity of the Nation might be there deci- 
ded; for it was impoſſible in a Nation, whoſe Laws depended on their Re- 
ligion, to ſeparate the one from the other: But, that the Judgement given 
there, did not determine the truth and falſbood of things, ſo as to oblige 
Men's Conſciences to believe them; but did ſoa peremptorily decide them, that 
the perſons concerned were bound to acquieſce in that determination. 
For the proof of this, one would think, the very reading of the place were 
ſufficient. If there ariſe a matter too hard for thee in Judgment, between blood 


and blood, between plea and plea, and between ſtroke and ſtrole, being matters of Deut. 17.8. 


controverſie within thy gates, then ſhalt thou ariſe and get thee up into the place 


which the Lord thy God ſhall chuſe, &c. Which words are ſo generally ex- 


preſſed, on purpoſe to take in all manner of controverſies which might riſe 


among them, whether civil, criminal, or ceremonial. And hereig God 


makes proviſion againſt any rupture which might be among them upon any 
emergent Controverſie, by eſtabliſhing a Court of Appeals, to w * ven 
uC 


\ 
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ſuch cauſes. ſhould be brought, in which the leſſer Conrts could not agree. For 
that ſeems to be the main ſcope of the words, by the following expreſſion 
of Controverſies within thy gates, by which it ſeems evident, that the Contro- 
verſies were ſuch as could come to no reſolutzon iu thoſe inferiour Court, 
which (ate in the Gates of the Cities by which it appears, that theſe could 
be no momentous Certreverſies of Religion, which never came under the 
cogaizance of thoſe inferiour and ſubordinate Courts. By theſe words then 
God doth ereQ a Supreme Court of Judicature among them, to which they 
might peel, not only in caſe of ij, but in caſe of difficulty; and thoſe 
lefler Conrts, as, well as particular perſons, were to ſubait to the Decree of 
the great Sanhedrin, fitting in the place which God ſhould chuſe, which 
was Shile firſt, and Hieruſalem after. And thence Maimonides ſo often ſaith, 


That the eſtabliſhment and coagmentation af all the Iſraelites, did depend 


upon this place; for hereby God ſet up ſuch a Tribunal, to which the 14f 
Reſort ſhould be made, and from whoſe dererminations there ſhould re. 
main no further appeal. And according to the Tradition of the Jews, theſe 
appeals were to be gradual, i. e. in caſe any Prieſt ſhould be to ſeek as to 
any Ceremonial Cauſe, as that of Leprofe, brought before him, he was to 
take advice of the Cours of the Triumvirate where he lived; if that did not 


| agree, then he was to%uppeal to the leſſer Sarhedrin of 23. in the neighbour- 


City; if there it could not be ended, to the Sanbedrin of 23. at the en- 
trance of the Mount of the Texpplez if not there neither, then appeal was 
made to the Great Sankedrin, whoſe ſentence was final and pere aptory, and 
was inſtead of a Lm in the Caſè. 

2. Yau are greatly miſtaken in ſuppoſing that all this is ſpoken of the 
High Prieſ# and bis Clergy : 1 deny not but expreſs mention is made of the 
Priefts and Levites, as thoſe who were ſuppoſed moſt acquainted with all 
matters af difference which ſhould happen among them; and therefore were 
probably the greateſt part of the great Yanbedrin (for it is a ground leſs fancy 
to ſuppoſe two diſtinct Courts, the one Guil, and the other Eccleſſaſtical 
among the Jews. ) Nay the High Prieſt himſelf was fo far from being the 
conſtant Prefident of this Court, that, if we believe the Tradition of the Jews, 
he was not admitted to fit there, without the ſame previous examination and 
tryal which others upderwent, Indeed, in the decay of the J7ewiſb Polity, 
in the time af the M ane Family, the chief Civil Power was in the 
hands of the E7gh Prieſ#, on which account he might then preſide in the 


Sanhedrin, but that is nothing to this place, where mention is made verſe 9. 


of the Prieſ and Lenites, and then of the Fudge, which is, in caſe God 


Deut. 19. 
I2, Bs 


ſhould rajſe up among them an extraordinary perſon, who ſhould be Judge 
over Iſruel, then the appeals might be to him; but otherwiſe _ 10. they 
were to do acxerding to the ſentence, which they of that place which the Lord ſha 
chuſe, ſhall hem thee, which was the great Sanhedrin. According therefore 
to the ſentence of this: Court, whether pronounced by a Prieft, or other, 
they were to act; and they that refuſed were puniſhed with death. 

3. Whoever the perſon were, who gave this Sentence, yet it was not 
looked on as Iafallibie; for it is nat ſaid, Whoſoever doth not believe the judg- 
ment given, to be infal/ibly true 3 but, whoſoever act contumaciouſly in oppoſiti- 
an to it. And.the Man that will do prefſumptuoufly, and will not hearken unto the 
Prieſt, or unto the Judge, even tha Man fball dye. Beſides, we are ſo far from 
reading of any promiſe of Ixfallibilin made to the High Prieſt and his (ler- 
Ey, or to the Sanhedrin, that God himſelf doth ſuppoſe a poſſibility of errour 
in the whole Congregation of Iſnael, Levit. 4. 15. And all along the Books 
of the Prophets, we ſee how much God chargeth the Prieſts with [gnornce, 
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counſels, as the Spirit of God ditected him to; but alas, they were but ſorry 
things in compariſon of an Irfalible Fudge: Give us leave therefore to reck. 
on our ſelves among thoſe Primitive Chriſtians, who knew no more than 

we of any ſuch way to end differences, as I»fallibility in a conſtint Fudge, 

for all they had diſſentions — * — them wow as we. 
But you are very angry with his Loruſbip for taxing this pretence of Jy. 
bd with Woke, and a deſign to Lord it over the Faith of Chriftes. 
dom. Arid therefore tell him, Ton go no further than Chriſt himſelf lead au 
by Promiſes made of this Infallibility 5 That is the thing in queſtion, and mutt 
not be taken upon the truſt of your I»falſibility, in interpreting the places by 
you alledged. When you can prove the Paſtors of your Church, to be ag 
Infallible as the Apoſtles were, and to have the ſame Spirit which they had, 

I fhall as little fuſpe& them of Lording it over others as the Apoſtles : but if 

it appear quite otherwiſe as to the Paſtors of your Church 5 name, if you 
can, a greater Iſolency, than to uſurp a power of preſcribing to the Faith 

of the Chriſtian” world. As to what follows concerning your Churches Te. 
ſtimony, being again Infallible by the aſſiſtance of Chriſt and his Spirit, and 
yet not Divinely Infallible, it is fo ſubtile and Scholaſtical a diſtinction, 
that I now begin, not to admire your ſo often uſing it; for I ſee plainly, 

if that wedge, how blunt ſoever, doth not rive aſunder the &zot, it is like 

to remain for any thing you have to ſay to it. 

lis Lordſhip having given one Inſtance of the Ixſolency of your pretence 

of Infallibility, by the dangerous errours which your Church doth hold, particu- 
larly in equalling the Tradition of the preſent Church to the written Word of God, 
5 which (ſaith he) '# a Doctrine unknown to the Primitive Church, and which 
frets upon the very Foundation it ſelf, by juſtling,with it. But, being well ac- 
uainted with the Arts of your party in making a great noiſe with the Fa- 
there, and particularly in this Controverſie, with a citation out of S. Baſil 

. Books de Spirit. Sand. ad Ampbiloc bium, and eſpecially thoſe words, parew 
vim habent ad pietatem, ſpeaking of Traditions; he therefore in his Margent 

ſo far takes notice of them, as to return this threefold Anſwer to them. 

1. -That he ſpeaks of Apoitolical Tradition, and not the Tradition of the preſent 
Church. 2. That exceptions are taken at this Book as corrupted. 3. That 

S. Baſil makes Scriptare the Touchſtone of Tradition. To this you return a 
threefold Anſwer. 1. That tir true, he ſpeaks of Apoſtolical Traditions, but of 
1 ' ſuch as were come down to their preſent times. 2. That the exceptions againſt 
- the Book are unreaſonable, . 3. That S. Baſil doth not make the Scripture ſo to 
| be the touchſtone of Tradition, as that Scriture'muſt needs therefore be of greater 
eocree and ſuperiour dignityithan that of Tradition. Becauſe therefore this is 

R the cbief place in Antiquity which is produced on your fide in behalf of 
+. Traditions, it will deſerve a more careful examination in the particulars by 
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you mentioned. |. 5 acti 
1. You acknowledge that he ſpeaks of Apoſtolical Traditions and ſuch 
as the preſent Church Judged Apoſpolical now you fay that the preſent 
Church is infallible in jadging Apoffalical Traditions, and what Traditions 
are ſo judged ry to be practiſed. Now I pray conſider what 
difficulties and fſelf-contradiQtions you have brought your ſelf into, by 
acknowledging theſe Traditions to have been judged Apoſtolical by the 
preſent Church, For either that Church at that time was not Irfalible in 
judging Traditions, and ſo the preſent Church of every age is not Infalible; 
. or if that was infallible, jours is not; for your Chureh differs from the Church 
in S. Bafil's time about theſe very Traditions by him mentioned, your 
Church not judging them Apoſtolical. Which will appear by an — 

in 
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into thole things which are 2 1 D by . Jen 5 
which he not only mentions ſiguing believers with the ſign of the Croſs, pray · S. Rafi de 
ing toward the Eait, the oyl and the abrenunciation a Aae. Wag, 8 > * bs 
conſecration of the P erſon to be Baptized , the ſtanding at Prayers until Pente- © 
colt, and above all, the trine immerſion. in Baptiſm, all which he ſaith come. 

4 4 A hun re mums, Y drrejfirre Aerea, br © uses irb x, , dmprfydoy oryn 

1 miriess fudv Sch, Out of a ſecret and unpubliſbed Tradition, which our 

Fathers preſerved in a quiet and ſilent manner. Are theſe three laſt then ac- 
knowledged by your Church now for -ApoiFolical Traditions or no ? Nay, _— 
doth not your Roman Catechiſm abſolutely pronounce the trine immerſion baptiſ. 

to be unneceſſary for Baptiſm? How can that become unneceſſary, which 

was once Infallibliy judged to be an Apoſtolical Tradition? Either the Charch 

then was out in her judgment, or your Chyrch ont in hers; and chooſe 
wh:ther of choſe you have the more mind to? Either of them will help 

you to contradict your ſelf. 


2. There want 1221 c reaſons of ſuſpecting that Book to be cor- 


ag |. Yau ſay EraJares was the fir Who ſuſpected it. Not the firff who 


ted corruption in St. Baſil's writings. For Marcus Epheſivs in the 

Florentine Council charged ſome Latinizing Greeks with corrupting his Concil. El- 
Books againſt Eunomias, proteſting that ia Conflantinople there were but t. 4#: 
four Copies to above one thouſand which had the paſſages in them, Which 
were produced by the Latins. But ſuppoſe Eraſmus were the firif : was 

he not ſo in diſcovering the genuine and ſuppoſititious writings of ſeveral 

others of tle Fathers > We muſt therefore enquire into the reaſon which x 
Eraſmus had of this ſuſpicion ; Who tells us in his Epiſtle to Jobs Dantiſ- 

c the Poland Ambaſſadour, that by that time he had gone through half 

this work he diſcerned a palpable inequality in the ſtyle, ſometimes ſwel- 

litg to a Tragical height, and then ſinking into a vulgar flatneſs, having 

much more of oſtentation, impettinent digreſſion, repetitions, than any 

of St. Bals own writings, which had always a great deal of vigour, ſim- 

plicity and candour, with great evenneſs and equality, & c. And although 

this argument to all that know the worth 75 that excellent Perſon, eſpeci- 

ally in his judgment of the writings of the "athers, will ſeem by no means 
conterapable, yet we have much greater reaſon for our ſuſpicion than this 

meerly from the ſtile. For if you believe St. Baſel was a Man who knew how 

to wu conſiſtencies, that he would not utter palpable and evident con- 
traditions in his writings; you will have no reaſon to applaud your ſelf 

in this as a genuine piece of St. Bals, at leaſt for the latter part of it. For 
whereas you make this the force of his words, That «»writter Traditions 


have equal force to ſtir up Piety, with the written Word : You could hardly 


have numed ſo many. words which bear a greater 
face of contradiction to a multitude of "teſtimonies 
in his unqueſtionable genuine writings. For, is it 


| Hot St. Baſil who ſaith, That it is a manifeſt falling 


from the Faith, and an argument of arrogancy, either 
to reject any point of thoſe things that are written, 
or to bring in. any of thoſe things that are 
rot written & ls it not St. Baſe] who bids a Man 
Believe the things that are written, and ſeek 
not the things that are written? ls it not the 


lame St. Baſil, who ſaith, That every word and atti- 


on ought to be confirmed by the Teftimony of Holy Scri- 
Pture for confirmation of the Faith of the good, and 
as confuſion 


bares lu lem nice, N \aprowias 
rags fd m7 Toy. YEYgaphe 
r, 1 £102 YE TuY wii EY Ra phhn 
»or, Ba fil. de verâ ac pid fide. 
Tom. 2. op. gr. lat. p. 386. 
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Ty waglvels & S ,t yeagns, &fs 

TMeoquerar WS Tay dryer, 8 
v 5 wy orngay, In Ethicis. 

Reg. 16. v. Tom. 2. 
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confifron of rhe evil £ Is it not he who urgeth that very place to this pur. 

e, pat ſoe ver # not of Faith & Sin; then whatſoever is without the Ho. 

n being not of Faith, is Sin. Which at leaſt muſt be underſtocd 

of fuch things which Men have an opinion of piety and neceffity in the 

doing of. Theſe and many other places may be produced out f his genu. 

ine writing / atteſting the clean contrary to what you produce this place for, 

=o then muſt 5 on of him? —— we ſay of him - he did of Gr 

| an maturgus, that he ſpoke ſome things not 4dypams; but dhμ˙, not as 

4 D though he believed them ; but for d4;ſpwtation fake,” betauſe they ſerved his 
purpoſe well? Or rather, have we not much greater reaſon conſideri 

the contrariety of the Doctrine, as well as inequality of ſtile, to follow E. 

L. 4. de raſmu his judgment concerniig this Book? Eipecially conſidering that Bel. 
5 © 7 larmine himſelt, who (lights Eraſmus his judgment herein; yet when he jg 

Grat. l. 1. pinched with a citation out of his Aſceticks, calls the fincerity of that Book 

©. 1} Into queſtion, becauſe he doth not therein ſeem to admit of nm uten Tra. 

ditions, which (faith he) ad Ampbilochium he doth ftrenuonſiy defend. If 
therefote he may queſtion another Book for not agreeing with this, we may 
more juſtly queſtion this for ditagreeing with ſo many others. . Thus you 
fee, it is hot meerly the ſtile, and that only on the judgment of Eraſaus, 
which makes this Book ſuſpicious. And from thoſe Citations produced out 
of other writings of St. Bl, the (3.) thing evidently appears,viz. That he 
lo makes the Scripture the Touchſtone of all Traditions, as that Scripture 
maſt be incomparably of greater force and ſuperiour dignity, than any 
unwritten Tradition whatſoever. But ¶ het her Stapleton in bis teſtimony meant 
Prune Apeitolical Traditions, or others, is not worth the enquiring. 
6. 4 Concernityg what follows, as to the ſincerity and agreement of ancient 


. - = 
„ uu» em wy ” 


Copies of Scripture, and the means to be aſſured of the integrity of thow, 


have (ſufficiently expreſſed my ſelf already. Only what you add con- 
cerning the Integrity of Traditions above the Scriptare, being new, deſerves 
165;4. n. 2, to be conſidered. For, (ſay you) univerſal Traditions are recorded in Au- 
thors of every ſucceeding Age Aud it ſeems much more incident to have er- 
rours ſlip into writings of ſo great bulk as is the Bible, which in their Editions 
paſs only through the handy of particular Men, than that there ſhoul4 be errouts 
in publick, univerſal, and immemorial Traditions, which are openly praGiſed 
throughout Chriſtendome, and taken notice of by every one in all Ages. And 
from hence you inſtance in S. John's Epiſtle, or St. Luke's Goſpel, which being 
originally written to particular Perſons, mult be at rſt received as authentical 
upon their tredit : But, on the other fide, ApoitoBteal Traditions (for which you 
inſtance in the Obſervation of the Lord's-day, Infant Baptiſm,uſe of Altars, &c.) 
in their prime inſtitution and practice being publickly pra#iſed and owned by 
the Apoiiles ; it was incomparably harder, morally ſpeaking, to doubt in the 
beginning of theſe Traditions, than whether St. John's Epiſtle, or St. Luke's 


Goſpel were really theirs or no. Whence we ſee ſome Books that were written 


by Apoitles were queitioned for ſome time, but theſe and ſuch like Traditions, 
were always owned, as truly and really M from the Apoſtles. To 
= which I anſwer,” 1. If you prove not ſome Tradition thus univerſally 
owned and received which we bave no record of, or ground for the ob- 
ſervation of from Scripture, you ſpeak nothing at all to the purpoſe ; but 


two of thoſe you inſtance in, Obſervation of the Lord's Day, and Pedobaptiſm,. 


we have as much as ts requiſite for the Churches practice from Scripture it 
| ſelf; for the other, Of 9 uſe of Altars, it were a work becoming you to 
deduce the Hiſtory of them from the Apoflolical times, beginning at the 
che or upper rom where the Apoftles met after Chriſt's Aſcenſion, * 
* * 5 
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ſo tracing them through all the private Houſes and | 
the Chriftians in the ApoFle times had their ſolemn Aſſemblies for Divine 
Worſhip ;; thence bringing down the Hiſtory of them carefully through all 
the Perſeantions, and producing evidences to that piirpoſe; outof Tvrtuliian, 
Origen, Mi#utius Felix, and Arnokius, only blotting out wor where they { 
of Alters and Temples among Chriftfans, andeelfing us that ſomePhoteſtants | 
had corrupted their Bobks ; that where they utterly diſowu them, they did 
highly magnifie them, that where they ſeemed to ſpeakmoſt againſt them, it 
was not to let the Heathens know that they had them: By thismeatis indeed 
you are like to a aint us with ſome Univerſal Tradition ld Nable to cor- 
ruption and alteratfon than the Scripts. For this of Alreys is the only thing 
you mentioned, which ſeems any thing to your purpoſe, the gther two be- 
ing ſufficiently proved from Scripture; which acquaints us ſo much with 4. 
poſtolical practice, as to yield abundant reaſon for the practice of following 
Ages. You do well therefore to wtap up all other ſuch Traditions as might 
vye with the Seriptares for integrity, in a pradem, &cc. For you cannot but 
know that this game of Tradition is quite ſpoiled, if we offer to come to 
particulars. But it ĩs a fine thing in general to talk of the impoſſsbility of cor 
rupting ſuch a Traditios as had its riſe from the practice of the Apoſtles, . and 
was by them delivered to ſucceeding ages, and ſo was univerſally practiſed 
by all Chriſtians as derived from the Apoſtles ; but when we put but that ſul- 
len demand, that ſach a thing as hath no evidence in Scripturt may be named 
which was ſo uni verſally received and owned as the er are, how 
many put fr, and Cc. 2. do we meet withal for fear of being evi- 
dently diſproved in the particulat inſtanced in? 2. If there be fo much 
greater evidence for Traditign-than Scripture; whence came the very next 
Ages to the ApoiHes to be fo doubtful as to Traditions, which yet were 
agreed in receiving the Scripture ? I ſpeak not of ſuch things, which we 
have not the leaſt evidehce the Apoſſ let ever thought of, much leſs uni- 
verſally practiſed (ſuch as we contend the things th controverſie between 
you and as are) but in ſach things which undoubtedly the Apoffle did 
practiſe, ſo as that the Chriſt#ars of thit Age could not but know ſuch a 
practice of theirs. As in that Controserſie which ſoon riſe in the. Church, 
about the day of the Obſervation of "Eafter What . conteſts ſoon grew 
between the Aan and Roman Chri tian about this, both equally preten- 
ding Apoſtolical Tradition, and that at the leaſt diftancetiinerinadle from 
the Apoſtolical times 2 For Polyoarp profeſſed to receive his Tradition 
from St. John, as thoſe at Nome from St. Peter. If then Traditions be ſo 
uncapable of falſiſi cation and corruption, how came they to beſo much ta 
ſeek, as to what the Ayoſtolical Tradition was in the very next Age ſuc- 
ceeding the ApoiFles What, Could not thoſe who lived ia St. Jobs's and 
St. Peter's time know what they did? Could they be deceised themſelves, 
or had they an intent to deceive their Poſterity? If ſome of them Aid fal- 
ſie Tradition fo ſ6on, we ſee what little 66rtainty theres inthe deriving a 
Tradition from the Apoffler: If neither falſiged, then it ſhould ſeem there 
was no univerſal practice of the 4peiHler-concerning it, but they looked on 
it as a matter of iadifferency, and ſome might prattiſe one wa and | 
another, If ſo, then we are yet further co-ſeek for an Univerſal Traditi- . 


e in which 


on of the Apoftk⸗, binding ſucceeding Ages. For can you poſfibly think the 
Apoitles did intend» to bind unalterably ſucceeding Ages in ſuch things 
which they uſed a Liberty.in'themſelyes 2 If chen it be granted, that in 
matters of an indifferent nature the ApoFiles might praiſe ſeverally as they 
lw occaſion, How then can we be certais of the Apgſtles univerſal pruZice 

| + in 
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in matters of an indifferent nature? It we cannot ſo, we can have no ey. 
dence of an Univerſal Tradition of the Apoitles, but in ſome things which 

they judged neceſſary. But whence ſhall we habe this unqueſtionibie 
evidence, firſt, that they did ſuch bing, and ſecondly, that they did them 
with an apprehenſion of the weceſſzty of them, and with an intention to ob. 
lige poſterity by their actions? By what rule or, meaſure muſt we judge of 
this neceſlity?By their univerſal practicet᷑ But that brings us into a plain Circ, 
for we muſt judge of the neceſſity of it by their aniverſal practire, and we muſt 
prove that »niverſal practice by the — of the thing. For, if the thing 
were not judged neceſſary, the Apoſtles might differ 19 their practice from 
one another. Whence then ſhall we prove any practice neceſſary, unleſs built 
on ſome — ground of reaſon, and then it is not fame an Apoflali. 
cal Tradition, but the uſe of that common reaſon and prudenceia matters cf 
a teligious nature: Or elſe by ſome poſitive Lawand Iuſtitution of theirs;and 
this, ſuppoſing it unwritten, maſt be evidenced from ſomething, diſtind 
from their practice, or elſe you muſt aſſert, that whatever. the Apoilles 
did, they made an unalterable Law for; or Jaſtly, you muſt quit all Unpriz. 
ten Traditions as Univerſal, and muſt firſt 1nter the geceſſity, and then the 
Oniverſality of their practice from ſome record extafic in Scripture, and then 
you can be no further certain of any Univerſal praFice of the Apo les, than 
you are of the Scriptures:By which it will certainly appear that the Scripture 
is far more evident and credible, than any aniverſal unwritten Tradition. 

A clear and evident Inſtance of the uncertainty of, knowing A poſtolical 
Traditions in things not defined in . is one of thoſe you inſtance 
in your ſelf, viz. that of Rebaptizing. Hereticks, which came to be ſo great 
a Controverſie, ſo ſoon after the Apoitolical Age. For-though this Contre- 
verſie roſe to its height in St. Cypriar's time, Which was about A. D. 250. 
yet it was begun ſome competent time before that. For St. Cypriaz, in 
his Epiſtle to Jubaianus, where he, gives, an account of the General 
Council of the Provinces of Africa and Numidia, , conſiſting of ſeventy 
one Biſhops, endeavours to remove all ſuſpicion of Novelty from 
their opinion, For (faith he) it. is no new or ſudden thing among 
ur to judge that thoſe ought 4 be ow” who come to 4 oy fos He- 

* reticks; for now many years are paſt, and a long time, 
Ag —__—_— ſence, * Agrippinus, the Biſbopt meeting — 
7 hereticic.ad Eeleſigm vain, quan- did determine it in Council, and thouſands of Hereticks 
6 Go ned ih une g. Have voluntarily ſubmitted to it. How far off could 
piſcopi plurimi hoe, ſtasterint, atq; erinde that be from the Apoſtolical times, which was done 
N tos. millia heretiemum, ſo long before Cyprians Wand although St. Auguſt ine 
* (as it was his intereſt ſo to do) would make this to 
De bay- have been Boe a few gears 3 yet we have greater evidence both of the 
tiſm. c. Do- ne | . ” » 
nat. 1. 4. greater antiquity, and larger ſpread of this Opinion. Whereby we may 
fee, ho little the duden ne of Vintentius Lirinenſis is to be ** on as 4 
— Wrealiom Traditions, who gives Agrippinus ſuch hard words, 
| 7 Divimm Common, Cate eral for being the ff who againit Scripture, the Rule of the 
Ecclefia e centre omen "T)niverſal Church the judgment of all his Fellow- 
conſacerdotum „contra morem atq; inflitut« - > J 8 | | * 
majorum, baptizandos eos qui'ab haretids Prie ite, the Cuſtom of his Anceſtors, did aſſert the Re- 
2 HEE venirent, cenſuſſe. Commo- þ 10422 ation of Hereticks, How little Truth there is 
_ ” in what Vincentias here ſays, and conſequently, how 
little certainty in his way of finding out Traditions, will appear 
from the words of Diozyſfws of Alexandria, in bis Epiſtle to Phile- 
mon and Dionyſevs concerning this ſubject. For therein be a 
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Cu ae. VIII. nt it proved 5 1 9 
That long before that FT — in Africa, / Same 2 | 


0 8 or * 
wat praiſed and decreed in the moſt Churches * . 
both at Iconium, Synada, and other þ Oe Thc R274 % maT gn 


. & Tels 1 
account this great perſon profeſſeth, that he N Fan 
condemn their Opinion who held go. Whether 1 95 8 9 1e 


nod at Icom were the ſame with that mentioned by "FT * een Hig, 
Firmilia, is not ſo certain, but, if itwere, "that can ? 

de no argument againſt" the Antiquity of it. For, «altho', Freie [7 
That we long ago, meeting in Iconium, from Galatia, ' 8 SI 
Cilicia, — — the nighbour Regions have confirmgd/#the" e 
ſame, vix. hat Hereticks ſhould be baptized zayet, as Ti 

the learned Valea obſerves ,*the pro E, is not 2 1 6 
to be underſtood of Firmilian's perſon, but of his Ds 
deceſſors 3 and therefore checks both Baron and Bi- bers 7 Foe 


nius for placing that Sd, A. of 25 Woes, - 


fore this Opinion was ſo la „ chat not 
by the Churches in Af ira, rode, a Mawritani eee, 
favoured it, but almoſt all the Eaftern Chriſtiant. 1 Woe, 


For Dionyſ#w+ in an Epiſtle to Xyſtas, who, ſucceeded ,, 

be Dogs Rome, wherein he pleads for 1 to OPIN 
fie, and defires him more throughly to confider the Weight og che bu 
and not proceed ſo' raſhly as Ste hin ha done; he tells him iff r 1 2 
that he wit not this of himſelf, but at the requeſt of the ſeveral Biſhops « of, | 
Antioch, Cæſarea, lia, Tyre, Lodices, Tae, Sc. Nay, and as it pe 
pears by Firmilians Epiſtle, they made no an butch eoſin of theirs 
deſcended from Chrift 10 to le Fork telling Gyrian, that in ſuch pla- 
ces where the — cuſtom h uſed, = did well to oppoſe 


_ But we (faith id, jogn truth and cuſto 

, and to the Romans, we — * * cen ee 6h 

ftomof truth, holding ha from the beginning, which . Tt edge 

delivered by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. But therefore : 

Neither do we remember when this practice begs, 2 5 

it was always obſerved among . And thence chathes by 

the Church of Rome, in that Epiſi/e,,, with Wa % 

that, and ſeveral other” Tradition: 5 "tf the Apo * | 

Fas + alf the b 

liver their own Opinions to — l int to retain 
o the.dther 4 


ings, 15 0 with EE co FR I 
fidence as they did: but all the Dea t tha 
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Anceſtors, filly or counter ſeit 
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this doth not often come to 


8 the N 
18 * when 


this pe e o bel 

ta 8 
— the the e e ks if Y and Tet fo ſo 
irreconcilably Ae af ut it, hat Ikelihood or rob ity is there 


ſtolical praFice 4 
we may have greater certain of 9 Tr * than of the , 


SS. 1 8 


* 
* 
* 


1 


N * 
5 * 
3 4 
9 LS. 
3 , K 


reds of quod 3 


Canon. 


8 * 2 2 
uantum ad id, pertineut 2 ant 
dixit, quaſi Apoſtoliteos qui ab here ſi vent. ' 


bi 


. 
** _— — 


Cypr. cp. 74. 
75. 


1 


1 
* 


milian ſpeaks, That the Apoſtles could not be ſuppoſed 
ant bapt1z.ari hrobiluer int, er. hoc cuſtodr- 14 prohibit #he baptixing of © ſuch which came from the 


© endum poſteris tradiderint, plififſiine vor Hereticks\ becahſe no Man would be ſoy/illy, as to ſuppoſe 


reſpond ii; Neminem tam ſtultum eſſe, qui 


hoc credat Apoſlolos tr adidiſſe;quamdo erf am the Apoſtles did probibit that which came not in queſtion 


ipſa hereſes — 5 execrabiles dt deteſtan- till afterwards. And therefore 8. Auguſtine, who con- 


das piftea exHſe. Fireil. ep. $996.75. cerned himſelf the moſt in this Controverſie, when 


| 2 8 by - " . 
| . it Gaiden er inde herd he ſaw ſuch ill ule made of it by the Donatiſis doth 
a 64 — WM pls repo iogenuoully confeſs, That the Apoſtles did determine 


Cyprinna, ab ebm traditione exordium | , 5 Al 1 
lacie od 4 nothing at allin it; but however ((aith he) that cuſtom 


uniter/a tenet Eccleſia, O ob boc ab A. which is "oppoſed to Cyprian, is to be believed to have 


a 1 
— rey OPT its riſe from the Apoſtles Tradition; as there are many 
cripta no . "S* / : 


Le. 4 + . other things obſerved in the Church, and on that account 
. re believed to have been commanded by the Apoſiles al- 


* though they are no where found written. But, what cogent argument doth. 


S. Auſtin uſe to perſwade them this was an ApoiFolical Tradition? He grants, 
they determined nothing in it, yet would needs have it believed, that an 
Univerſal 'Praftice of ſutceeding ages ſhould imply ſuch a determination, 
tho unwritten® But, . The Univerſal Practice we have ſeen already, 
was far from being evident, when not only the African, but the Eaſtern 
1 reh did prattiſe othefwiſe, and that on the account of an Apoſtolical Tra- 
Aition tod a Suppoling ſuch an Univerſal Practice, How doth it thence 
follow, chat it mut be derived from the ApoiHes 3 unleſs it be firſt prov'd, 
that the Ha cguld ne ver cofſent in th uſe*0f any thing, but what the 
', Apojdterpeommatided: them? Which is afyery unreaſonable ſuppoſition, 
conſidering the different tmergencies* which might be in the Churches of 
5 Apoitalicalgarid ſucceeding times, and the different reaſors of Practice at- 
tending upondthemiy with that great deſire which crept into the Church of 
repreſenting che thitigs nveyed" by the Goſpel in an external ſymbolical 
manner," whence® in the fecond Century, came the uſe of many baptiſmal 
Ceremonies, theÞreguifatio l & Wits, as Tertullian calls it, and ſeveral 
of à like nature, whieh by degrees, cawe into the Church. Muſt we now 
derive theſe, and many other Cuſtoms of” the Church neceſſarily from the 
Apoſtlet, when, even in S. Auſtin's time; ſeveral cuſtoms were ſuppoſed to 
be grounded; on A olical Tradition, which yet are otherwiſe believed 
now ? As in that kn Inſtance'of Trfants Participation of the Exchariſt, 
which is otherwiſe determined byuthe Council af Trent; and, for all that! 
know, the arguments uſed againſt this Tradition by ſome Men; may as well 
hold again(t4rfant- Baptiſor 3 for there is an equal incapacity as to the exer- 
ciſe of all act of *reaſon and underſtanding in both : and „ a8 the Scripture 
ſeems to ſuppoſe ſuch ad, f grace in one as have their foundation in 1 
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uſe of reaſon, it doth likewiſe in the other, and I cannot fee ſufſicient evi- 
dence to the contrary ; but if that place, Except a Man be born of water, and john 3. 3. 
of the Spirit, he ſhall not enter into the Kingdom of Heaven, taken in the ſenſe 
of the Fathers, doth imply a neceſſity of Baptiſi for all, and conſequently 
of Childrea; that other place, Verily, werily, I ſay unto you, Except ye eat john 6. 3. 
the fleſo of the Son of Man, and drink his blood, ye have no life in you, taken 
likewiſe in the ſenſe of the Fathers, will import the neceflity of a partici- 
pation of the Euchariſt by Infants as well as others. I ſpeak not this with 
an intention to plead either for th, or for the rebaptizing Hereticks, but 
to ſhew the great uncertaimiy of knowing Apoſtolical Traditions, ſome things 
having been taken for ſuch, which we believe were not fo, and others 
which could not be known whether fo or no, by the ages next ſucceeding 
the Apoſtles. And therefore let any reaſonable perſon judge what probabi- 
lity there is in what you drive at, that Apoſtolical Traditions "may be more 
eaiily known than Apoſtolical Vritings. | | E 

By which it appears, (3.) How vain and inſufficient your reaſons are, 5. 5. 
Il by Trditions ſhould not be ſo liable to corruption as the Scriptures, 1. You 
ſay, Univerſul Traditions are recorded in Authors of every ſucceeding age : and 
j it ſeems more incident to have the Bible corrupted ghan them, becauſe of its bulk 
" and paſſing through the hands of particuler Men; whereas univerſal and imme- 
morial Traditions are openly prattiſed and takew notice of by every one inall ages.To 
which | anſwer, 1. That you give no ſufficient reaſon why the Bible ſhould 
be corrupred 2. And as little why Tradition ſhould be more preſcrved than 
that. Two Accounts you give why the Bible might be corrupted by errors, 
becauſe of its bulk, and paſſing through the hands of particular Men. But do you 
think it impoſſible, or at leaſt unreaſonable,. to ſuppoſe that a-Book of no 
greater bulk than the Bible, ſhould, by the care and vigilancy of Men, through 
the aſſiſtance of Divine Providence, be preſerved from any material corrupti- 
ons Or alterations? Surely, if you think fo, you have mean thoughts of the 
Chriſtians in all ages, and meaner of Divine Providence For, you muſt ſup- 
poſe Cod to take no care at all for the preſervation of a Monument of anſpea- 
kable concernment to the good of mankind; and you malt conceive the 
Chriſtians, in all ages, to be (tupendioully careleſs and negligent, either in 
tranſcribing, or reading the Scriptures, which could ſuffer errors to flip into 
them, without diſcovery of them. Do you think that the Chriſ##ans had no 
higher eſteem of the Scriptures, than of the Uſe of Allars. or auy other of 
your immemorial Traditions 2 But, ſay you, The one were publick, and the other 
paſſed through the hands of particular Men. It ſhould ſeemthen, their Altars were 
upon high places, but the Scriptures were only read in corners, never any ſuch . 
thing being publickly read as the Bible, fo that any alteration might be there, 
and no notice at all taken of it. The poor African Biſhop found the contrary 
to his ſorrow, who was in ſuch danger from the people, for altering but one 
word accord ing to S. Hierom's Tranſlation, as 8. Auſtine reports the (tory. But, 
ſuppoſe it paſſed through the hands of particular Men, Was it therefore more lia- 
ble to be corruptedꝰ I ſhoald think juſt the contraryzunleſs you could ſuppoſe 
all thoſe particular Men to agree in corrupting it, which, conſidering the diffe- 
rence of opinions, capacities, and intereſts, is a moſt unreaſonable ſuppoſition; 
that ſome verbal and literal miſtzkes might ſlip in, you might rationally ima- 
gine, but that therefore any great corruptions ſhould creep intoit, argues your 
mean thoughts both of Gods Providence, and the care of the Chriſtian world. 
Well, but ſtill it 5s impoſſible to corrupt your Traditions. It were a much harder 
matter to free your Traditions from being corruptions themſelves of the purity 
of the Chri t jan Church. And why ſo hard for them to be corrupted ? Be- 
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canſe recorded in Authonrs of every ſucceeding age. | had thought, all Books 
of equal, or much bigger bulk than the Seriptyre, had been as liable tg 
corruption as that; but it ſeems not. If a Book be written of Tradition, 
the very Traditions will preſerve it pure, tho' as big as that Livy, Que 
mea vix totum bibliotheca capit , but that is not ail, it ſeems theſe Traditions 
are recorded in Authors of every ſucceeding age: Unhappy Men we that can- 
not find them there! I wiſh, inſtead of writing Controverſies, you would 
write the hiftory of theſe Traditions 5 but, be ſure to deduce them through 


the Authors of every ſucceeding age; and, I ſuppoſe, you mean, ever fince 


the Apoſtles. I ſhall then indeed believe Popiſh [raditions to be no Noveltier, 
bur not before. But, let us grant this: Were not the Scriptures atteſted 
by the ſame Authors? No, It ſeems, they were agreed about all Tradition,, 
but not ſo about the Scriptures. And the reaſon is, . Becauſe the Scripture, 
were firſt delivered io private Men, as S. John's Epiſtle, and S. Luke's Goſpel ; 
but lraditions had an univerſal practice. But, Can you ſuppoſe it other- 
wiſe, but that particular Books muſt be firſt delivered to private Men? 
Would you have them delivered only to General Conrcils, or the Pope and 
his Cardinals 2 It ſeems S. John was to blame for not directing his Epiſtle 
to the Pope, inſtead of Gaizsz and S. Luke his Goſpel to a General Council, 
inſtead of Theophilus; for then we might have bad Infallible Certainty of 
them; bur now it is a plain caſe, we can have no more than Moral (er. 


tainty that ever they were theirs. But, for this trick, it ſeems, they fared - 


the worſe; for ſome Books were doubted of, for many years, in particular 
Churches. It is well yet, they were not diſcarded by your Catholick Chyrch, 
becauſe the Apoſtles did not put their Books into your hands to recommend 
them. But what if ſome Books, by ſome Men, were for ſome time doubted 
of, which yet were afterwards univerſally received upon ſufficient evi- 
dence? Why then ( ſay you) Tradition hath much advantage of Scripture. 
How ſo? Was no Tradition, which would be accounted awiverſal, doubt- 
ed of by any Men at any time? No ( ſay you) it * impoſſible it ſhould, for 
univerſal Traditions were univerſally praiſed at all times. Now you ſpeak 
home; and nothing wants to the proot of it, but only to let us know, 
W hat theſe Univerſal Traditions are, which were ſo univerſally practiſea 
in all ages, containing things different from Scripture, which are recorded 
in the Authors of every ſucceeding Age. Your offer is ſo fair, that my re- 
queſt ſhall be very ſhort; meme them, and prove them, and I will believe 
vou, but not before. So much for this, which, tho a digreſſion in this 
Chapter, yet is not from the deſign of this diſcourſe. | 
Setting aſide therefore your diſcourſe about A. C's Pen being troubled, 
in which is nothing worth our notice; I come to the main diſpute of this 
Chapter, which is, Whether the Promiſes of Infallibility made to the Apoſtles, 
are to be reſtrained to their own times, or to be extended to the preſent 
Church in all ages? We aſſert the former, and you the later. For which 
you produce this Argument, That from theſe very places, Chriſtians do in- 


v. 99. n. 3. fer, that the Church ſhall never fall away and periſh. For if the aſſiſtance 


be not to preſerve the ſucceeding Church, at leaſt from ſome kind of errours in- 
fallibly; it may notwithſtanding all the aſſiſtance be allows it here, fall in- 
to all kind of errors one after another, and ſo by degrees, the whole Church might 
fall into a general Apoſtaſie, and thereby periſh. There nuſt therefore be ſome 
kin 1 of infallible alſi ſtance in the Apoitles ſucceſſors, by virtue of theſe Promiſes. 
But, 1, Is it all one to ſay, There ſhall always be a Church, and to ay; 
That Church ſhall always be ixfallible? Thoſe, who from the e in 

e queſtion, 
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queſtion, do prove, that the Church ſhall never quite fal.awey, do not dream 
of a preſent Infallibility in your ſenſe, but that there always ſhall be a num- 
ber of Men profeſſing Chriſtianity in the World: And, Cannot you poſſibly 
conceive, that there ſhould be ſuch a number of Men profeſſing Chriſtia 
»ity without Infallibility ? To help therefore your underſtanding a little; 
ſuppoſe that all the Members of the Rowan Church ſhould in one Age be 
deſtroyed (and, according to your former Principle, that / a Church may 
err, we cannot be certain but that it doth err 3 becauſe this may be, we can- 
not be certain but that it is) but we only make the ſuppoſition» Do not 
pou think that there would be ſtill a number remaining, who profeſs 
C riſtianity, of the Greek and Prote flant Churches 2 Let, 1 hope, you will not 
ſay, that theſe were Iafallible. There may be then a number of Chriſtians, 
who are not Infallible; and that is all which is meant by ſaying, That the 
eſent Church is Infallible in Fundamentals, viz. that there ſhall always be a 
Church, for that which makes them a Church, is the belief of Fundementals ; 
and if they believe not them, they ceaſe to be ſo. That therefore which 
being ſuppoſed, a Church is, and being deſtroyed, it ceaſeth to be, is the 
formal conſtitution of it; but thus itis as to the Church, the belief of Fun- 
e damentals makes ita Church, and the not belief of them makes them ceaſe 
to be a Chriſtian Church ; I ſpeak of an Eſential and not of an Organical 
Church ; and, I know not who thoſe Perſons are, who, out of choſe places, 
R do infer the perpetuity of an Organical Church ; nor, if they did, doth it 
thence follow, they muſt ſuppoſe an Infal/ible Aſiſtance, beyond an Eſſen- 
tial to make it an Organical Church. For I cannot imagine what neceſſity 
can be ſuppoſed of Infallibility, in order to that Which may be ſufficiently 
conſtituted without it. 2. I anſwer, the perpetuity of the Church doth ra- 
ther argue the I»fal/ibility of the Promiſe than of the Church. Which if you 
did conſider, you would not, cegtainly infer Infallibility from a Promiſe of 
Perpetuity. For all the Infalibility ſuppoſable in this caſe is an {rfalibility of 
Accompliſhment of the Promiſe made. As in a clear and parallel Inſtance gn 45: 
of that Promiſe, The Scepter ſhall. not depart from Judah, mor a Lawgiver 
from between his feet, until Shiloh come: Taking it in the moſt received 
Interpretation among Chriſtians, that the Jewiſh Polity ſhould remain till 
the days of the Meſſzas z doth this infer, that there ſhould; be a continual 
Infallibility in the Jewiſh Polity, becauſe there was a Promiſe made of its 
Perpetuity £ When God ſaith, In Jeruſalem have I ſet my name for ever, doth 
it follow that Jeruſalem (ſhould be always Infallible? But how would you 
triumph beyond all reaſon, it you had but any thing, like ſuch a promiſe 
for Rome, as that is for Jeruſalem £ Suppoſing then that the Promiſes by 
you infiſted on, ſhould be ſo far extended, as to imply a perpetuity of a 
Chriit;an Church, what doth that argue, but only this, that to make it ap- 
pear that Promiſe is infallibly true, there ſhall always be a ſucceſſion of 
Chriftians in the World? 3. Suppoſe I ſhould gfant that the Being of a 
Chriitian Church doth ſuppoſe the a{/iſtance of God's Spirit, is there no aſſz- 
ſtance but what is Infallible? If not, no one can be a Chriftian without 
Infallibility ; For we ſpeak of no other aſſzſfarce, _ but what is neceſſary 
to make Men Chriitzans 3 for, what makes them ſuch ſeverally, take them 
conjunctly makes them "a Church. But if you, beſides what afſe#Fance is 
requilite to make them Chriſtians, do ſuppoſe ſamewhat more to make 
them a Church, I pray name what it ic; and whatever it be, it will not be 
owned by ſuch who infer a perpetuity of a Church out of theſe places. But 
if in order to that no more be meant, (as no more can be meant) than what 
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is neceffary to make Men Chriſtians, then Prfallibiuy will grow fo ches 
and common, it will not be worth challenging by you for your Chir, 
4. Suppoſe I grant this Aſſiſtance to be Ixfallible, doth all Tefallible AI. 


ance make an ſufallible 1eftimony 2 I am ſure not in their ſenſe, who i 
1 dats for they never offer to aſſert thy | 


the Church is Infallible in Fu 
the preſent Church ir Infallible in defining what are Fundamentals, and 
what not. And this is the only Infallibiliiy in queſtion, viz. Such a one 
as makes the Teſtimony of thoſe who have it [zfallible. For ſuch a kind 
of aſſiſtance was that of the Apoſiles, which is only the thing enquired af. 
ter. If you can therefore prove ſuch an Infallibiliiy in your Churches 
Teſtimony, as the Apoſtles had, you dò ſomething ; but what is ſhort of 
this, is nothing at all to the purpoſe. 5. Suppoſe I ſhould grant the Te. 
ſtimony of the Catholick Church to be Infallible, yet all the Conceſſions 
were nothing for your advantage, unleſs you could as evidently proye 
that your Church is the only Catholic Church, Which that you can never 
do, will appear when we come to that Queſtion. 6. Suppoſe I ſhould 
yield the Catholick Churches Teitimony to be Infallible, and your Church 
to be the Catholic Church ; yet all this is far from proving Pope, or Council, or 
both to be Infal/ible. For, By what means come they to claim the [xfalibili, 
as belonging to them which is given to the Church? By what deeds are the 
conveyances ſettled of the Priviledges of the Church to them? Where is it ever 


| ſaid in Scripture, or in the leaſt intimated, that the Promiſes made to the 


Church are to be underſtood of the repreſentative Church? The Apoftles had 
this Promiſe in their perſonal Capacities made to them, and not in a repreſen- 
tative; how comes then the Promiſe to be underſtood of a repreſentatian at- 
terwards? Thus you ſee, that you are at leaſt fx removes from any title to 
claim this Ixfallibility from theſe Promiſes by: And therefore you have lit- 
tle hopes that your claim (hould be admitted upon ſo ſlender a 77tle, 
From this therefore at preſent you fly off, to the vindicating 4. c. from 
aſſerting Infallibility belonging to all the Doctors and Paſtors of the Church ; 
which yet is a very good deſign to vindicate a Man from his own words. 
For are they not as expreſs as may be, viz. That there is the Promiſe of 


Chriſt, and his Holy Spirits continual preſence, Luke 10. 16. Matth. 28. 19, 


20. John 14.16. ot only to the Apoſiles, but to their Succeſſors alſo, the 
lawfully ſent Paſtors and Doctors of the Church in all Ages? To which his 


* Lordſhip ſaith, Here's a deal of Infallibility indeed, and yet error tore. You 


preſently cry out, But what ſhall we ſay to an Adverſary that forges what 
Chimerical Doctrine he pleaſes, and then fights againſt ii? What Chimerical 
Doctrine is that which he forges ? Doth he not relate A. C.'s words ? And 
do you, or can you, deny them to be his words? But, ſay you, This w4s 
not his meaning. I ſuppoſe you mean, That his words as they are, are not 


defenſible, and therefore you muſt have a oygty gdgraxoy for them: Which is, 


That he did not underſtand theſe words of every Doctor apart, but of Paſtors 
and Doctors lawfully aſſembled in Oecumenical Councils, But, 1, Are Pa- 


ſtors and Doctors never lawfully ſent, but when they are in Oecumenical 


Councils? For it is plain A. C. ſpeaks of them as lawfully ſent. 2. Have 
Paſtors and DoFors met in Oecumenical Councils in all Ages? | would you 
could prove a truly Oecumenical Council in any Age; but ſure you never 
pretend to it in a Ages, yet if A.C.'s words have any ſenſe in them, they 
{peak of ſuch an Infallibility, as belongs to the Church in all Ages. And 
therefore this Plaiſter is a great deal too narrow to cover the Sore. But, 
ſay you, Every Author is to be nnderiFood to mean by his words, what they 
will properly bear; and is conſonant with the meaning of his other words. . 
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molt freely grant you this and all that follows, if you will prove it impoſ- 
ſible for auy Man to _ non-ſenſe, or contradiction :; But I can more ea- 
(ily prove it very po ble for a Man to ſpeak things which contradict one 
the other, which I have ſufficiently proved from your own dear felf in 
this very Diſcourſe of ſnfalibilty. What follows concerning the Jeſuits 
pretence 0 Infllibilty io themſelves (proved by his Lordſhip, from the words 
of the Apologiſt, to whom Caſaubon replies in his Epiſtle to Fronto Duczus, 
which are theſe, Let day and night —— life and death be joyned together, 
and then there will be ſome hope that Hereſie may fall upon the Perſon of a Je- 


ſuite) is very well worth the obſerving, were it only for that rare and 


incomparable anſwer, which you make to them, In which, it is hard to 
gueſs whether your ingenuity or your wit ſurpaſs the other. Rabbi Caſau- 
bon, uud x5gex& N &w, muSt help him out. An Apologiſt, ſaith: Caſaubon, 
avers, tis impoſſible for a Jeſuite to err. Who 3s this Anonymus Apologiſt * A 
Jeſuite on a hes ? For an Apologift and a Feſuite, are no more convertible 
terms, t hama Jeſuite, or a Miniitet. How ſhall we know then, whether this name- 
leſs Apologiſt was a Jeſuite, or a Miniſter perſonating a Jeſuite? The Goſpel will 
tell us : [x fructibus eorum cognoſcetis eos. O rare Drollery ! doth this paſs for 
Wit at Rome © Qr mult we think you ſpeak theſe words in good earneſt? 


lt ſo, re is more than ordinary in theſe matters. For to paſs ; 


by your un worthy reflection on that excellent Perſon Iſaac Caſaubon, whoſe 
memory is as far above your detraction, as his Learning beyond your reach; 
and, to let go your ſcurrilous Greek Proverb, nax# weex@: xawy (which 
ſome will tell you was Greek for a Jeſuite) are you really ſo ignorant, that 
you did not know whether the Apologiſt, whoſe words are cited, were a 
Jeſaite or a Minifter? What not he, who profefſedly undertakes the Vin- 
dication of the Jeſuites ? Not he, who was ſo ſeriouſly recommended by 
Fronto Ductus a Feſuite himſelf > Not he, who induſtriouſly vindicates Ri- 
badeneira, Scribanius, Emanuel Sa, Bellarmine, and others, in their Doctrine 
which doth moſt reflect on the Power and Authority of Princes? Not he, 
who extols Father Garnet who was executed in Ezgland for the Gunpomder- 
Treaſon, yet for all this not he known to be a Jeſuite? Are you yet to ſeek ? 
Apply but your own tule of th&Goſpel to what is ſaid already, and by 
thoſe Fruits you cannot but know him to be a Feſuite. + "8 
But now, notwithſtanding the ſufficient anſwers which have been ſo of- 
ten given to the places produced for the proof of the Churches Infallibility 


out of Scripture, you thought it no needleſs trouble in A. C. to mention 
them, and mych leſs in your ſelf to vindicate them from the Biſhops inter- 


pretation : The places are Lake 10. 16. He that heareth you heareth me, and 
he that deſpiſeth you deſpiſeth me, Matth. 28. 20. I am with you always to 
the end of the world, John 14. 16. The Comforter the Holy Ghoſt ſhall abide 
with you for ever. That which you would infer from thele places, is, 
That an Infallible Aſſiſtance is promiſed to the Church in all Ages, not in its 
difſuſkve ſenſe but repreſemtative, viz. in the Paſtors and Doctors aſſembled in 


Council, The ſubſtance of his Lordſhip's anſwer to theſe places, is in theſe 
words; Theſe promiſes were made of continual preſence and aſſiſtance, that [*-93-2-28- 


grant; and they were made to the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors, that I grant 
too, but in 4 different degree. For it was of continual and Infallible Aſi- 


lance to the Apoſtles, but to their Succeſſors of continual and fitting aſſiſtance, 
but not Infallible. To this you return no anſwer in general, but endea- 


vour to evince the contrary from the particular places, by diſproving his 
Interpretations of them. To the firſt therefore, Lake 10. 16. He that heareth 
you heareth me, &c. "His Lordſhip anſwers, That this was abſolutely true 


2 
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in the Apoſtles, who kept themſelves to that which was revealed by Chriſt ; |, 
it was to be but conditionally true in their Succeſſors, i. e. ſo long and Jo fo 
4s you ſpeak, my words and not your own. For where the command is jy 


Matth. 28. Preaching, the Reſtraint is added. Go, ſaith Chriſt, and teach all Nations . 


But you may not Preach all things that you'pleaſe, but all things which 1 have 


r. 101. commanded you. Ihe Publication is yours, the Doctrine is mine; and whe, 


the Doctrine is not mine, there jour Publication is beyond, or ſbort of pour 
Commiſſion. To this you reply, That this is rather to pervert our Saviour, 
words, than to interpret them, is manifeſt. And the reaſon you give, is, Be. 
cauſe a Sectary, who denies the Apoitles Infallibility as well as the Churches, might 
apply this reſtraint to the Apoitles themſelves, as well as he now applies it to thei; 
Succeſſors, But they are ſtrange kind of SeFaries indeed who deny the 
Apoſtles Infallibility, and my memory doth not ſerve me with any ſuch 
who aſſerted Chriſt's Infallibility and denied the Apoſtles ; but if there be any 
ſuch SeFaries, let us k now them, that we may then ſay, There are {ome in 
the World who believe great abſurdities as ell as you. However let us for 
the preſent, take this for a ſuppoſit ion, that any Men might do ſo ; whether 
then they might not ſay, the Apoſtles were only Infallible when they ſpake 
Chriſt s words and not their own, i.e. delivered his Doctrine and not any other. 
No doubt they might, and ſaid very well in it too. And if theſe be the 
SeFaries you mean, I am one of them my ſelf; For I'believe;” the Apoſtles 
were no further Infallible than as they delivered Chriſt's Doctrine to the 
World, and I ſuppoſe there are many ſuch Se&arzes beſides my ſelf. But 
all the difference then between the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors was this, 
that thoſe who heard the Apoſtles Doctrine had ground to beſieve them In- 
fallible in what they delivered for Chriſt's Doctrine; but we have no ground 
to believe ſo of any Church fince the Apoſtles times, that it is Infallible in 
delivering the DoFrine of Chriſt to others. The promiſe then of 1»falible 
Aſſsſtance as made to the "Apoſtles, doth imply that God's Spirit would be ſo 
with them, that they ſhould deliver nothing for the revealed Will of God 
or the Doctrine of Chriſt, but what was really and truly ſo. And if you 
can from this or any other place prove fuch an Infallible Aſiſtance to the 
Church of all Ages, you do ſomething, but not otherwiſe, But for this par- 
ticular place, He that heareth you heareth me ; I have ſomething more yet 
to ſay, which may manifeſt how wholly impertinent it is to your pur- 
| Poſe. 1. It ſeems to me very queſtionable, whether any (ath thing as Ja- 
fallibility be at all implied in this place: And then certainly from hence you 
cannot infer a ſucceſſive Infallibility in the Church. And the reaſons why 
I queſtion it, are, 1. The Apoſtles themſelves had not that continual Infal- 
lible Aſſiſtance of the Spirit of God till after Chriſt's Aſcenſson, when the pro- 
miſe of Chriſt's ſending his Spirit upon them was remarkably*accompliſh- 
ed, Will you ſay then they had Ixfallible Aſiſtance by the Spirit, before the 
promiſe of that Infallible Aſiſtance was made to them ? If then the Apo- 
files themſelves had not ſuch a continual Infallible Aſiſtance, much leis the 
IA Diſciples who are here ſpoken of. 2. The meſſage they were ſent 
upon did not at all require any Infallible Aſiſtance, for it was only a pre- 
parative meſſage, they not being ſent to deliver fully the Doctrine of Chriſt, 
but to tell them, The Kingdom of God is at hand, or nigh unto you. Verſe 


9, 11. 1. e. that bleſſed ſtate of things under the Meſſias is now ready to be 
revealed to you: The whole deſigh therefore of that Commiſſion of the 


LXX Diſciples and the Apoſtles, when they were firſt ſent abroad, was of 
the ſame nature with John Baptiſts, viz. to prepare People for the recep- 
tion and entertainment of that Doctrine which Chriſt ſhould _—_ to 

| | | * | them. 


* 
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them. Now what Infaliblegaſſiitance can be ſuppoſed meceſſary in order to 
this? 3. The words imply nothing of Infallible aſiiFance in them. For when 


chril hich, He that heareth you heareth mt, and he that deſpiſeth you deſpi- 
ſeth me, and he that deſpiſeth me, defpiſerÞ him that ſent me + the plain mean- 


ing is go more than this, They which hearken to your meſſage, and be- 
lieve the truth of what you ſay; do therein manifeſt their readineſs to hear- 
ken to me, and conſequently will receive my Doctrine, when it is delive- 
red to them; but they who deſpiſe this meſſage of yours, the affront they 
offer you, reflects moſt on me who ſent you; and they ſhall find to their 
ſorrow, that in rejeFing me they reject God too, who will puniſh them ſe- 
verely far it : which, that it is the meaning of the words, will very eaſily 
appzar to any one that conſiders the (cope and deſign of the place. Now 
is it not poſſible for any to declare their reſpect to Chriſt by receiving 
his Meſſengers without believing thoſe Meſſengers to be Infallible ? If that 
be pollidle, then what kind of 2 can you hence infer? 2. Sup- 
pole I ſhould grant theſe LAX. Infabible in what they delivered, yet no- 
thing can be hence drawn for the Churches continual Infallibility, becauſe 
of the diffecent reaſon of one from the other, and that will appear in thele 
things. 1. Theſe were immediately fent abroad by Chriif himſelf, when 
there Were no [»fallible writings containing this Doctrine, made by him- 
ſelf or his ApoiFles. And was there not then much more reaſon for ſuch 
an Iafallibiliiy, than there can be now? 2. Theſe had ſufficient evidences to 
atceſt that Infallibility, by that power of Miracles, which they had in cu- 
ring diſeaſes and caſting out of Devils, verſ. 9g, — 17. And therefore 
tholgchey were ſent to had ſufficient inducement to believe ſuch an Infal- 
libility, if they had pretended to it; when therefore you can prove the like 
of your lawfully ſent Doctors and Paſtors, either apart or in a General Council, 
you may then from hence argue ſomething towards that Iafallibilii, but 
not before. ** 

In your following words you acknowledge a difference in applying this 
Text to the Apoſtles and their Succeſſars, For it was true in every one of the 
Apoitles apart, but it is not ſo in every one of theſe ſucceeding Paſtors; and for 
this you give theſe Reaſons, 1. Tour adverſaries and you are agreed in it, vis. 
That the Paſtors apart are fallible. 2. Ii manifest by experience, that many emt- 
nent Paſtors hawe not only been erroneous, but heretical. 3. There is univerſal 
Tradition for it. 4. Plain Scripture for it, that even from themſelves there 
ſoould ariſe ſore that ſhould ſþ:ak perverſe things. Theſe reaſons I acknow- 
ledge to be ſo true, that, if you had exprefled the Pope himſelf in them, 
you could not have proved his fallibility better, than by Experience, Con- 
ſent, 2nd Scripture. But yet you have two Reſerves in a Corner, which 
mar all the reſt, viz. that from theſe places you make General Councils in- 
fallible, and, according to your moſt received perſwaſion, the Pope too. Do 


you ſo indeed? and from theſe places? and both of them Infallible, whe-- 


ther they agree or not? But if our reaſons be not ſtronger againſt any (ach 
Infalibility deducible from theſe places, than yours are for it (for I have 
not ſeen any) I am content to blind my underſtanding ſo much, if I can, 
as to believe what you ſay, That to give reaſons againſt your expoſition is im- 
poſſeble. But as your reaſon in all other things is weak, ſo in this it ap- 
pears, that either your ignorance or your confidence is intolerable. 

The next place, is, Matth. 28. 20. I am with you always, even unto the 
end of the world, To which his Lordſhip faith, Tes moi? certain it is, pre- 
ſent by his ſpirit z for elſe in bodily preſence, he continued not with his Apoſtles 
but during bis abode on earth. And this promiſe of his ſpiritual preſence was 

to 
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their Succeſſors elſe why to the end of the world? The Apoſtles did uy 

could not live ſo long; But then to the Succeſſors, the Promiſe goes no further 
than, I am with you always. which reaches to continual aſſiſtance, but na 10 
Divine and Infallible. What fay you now to this? Why forſootbh, 1 
the ſame anſwer as before, and therefore deſerves no further refutati But 
doth it not deſerve ſome farther proof of your Infallibility from this place 
Or are you content to let it go, becauſe you cannot but ſee, that a fi. 
ritual preſence and not infallible is hereby promiſed, either to the Apoſtles. 


or their Succeſſors, although from other places it appears, that the 55771. 


P.103.n 5. 


N. 6. 


tual preſence of Chriſt with his Apoſtles did extend to ſo high a degree, ay 
to make them ixfallible in what they delivered for the Doctrine of Chrifs 
but no place of Scripture doth aſſert ſo much of the Churches Infallibili- 
ty. It is well then that you grant, that St. Gregory did not believe any 
infallible aſſiſtance in the Paſtors of the Church; but (you ſay) he underſtood 
it of them apart, to make which probable, you muſt produce ſome other 
places, where he ſaith otherwiſe of them in Council. But how a gracious 
preſence of Chriſt with his Church, which you grant Rhabanus Maury meant 
by this place, ſhould ſuppoſe a conjunGive infallibility of the Paſtors as a 
neceſſary foundation and ſupport of the Church diſſuſive, I contels is beyond 
my underſtanding , but at leaſt you ſay, it denies it not : neither doth it 
deny that you or I axe infallible ; but doth it therefore follow that we are 
o? What places you produce (or rather bid us go ſeek for out of the 
Fathers) to prove that they, in effect, (it ſeems then, not evidently ) do at- 
tribute infallibility to the Church (but by no means Divine infallibility, for 
this is more than the third time that you have forbid the Baue, between 
thoſe two words Divine and Infallible) will to any that reads them appear 
to be capable of proving no more than the Perpetuity of a Church in the 
world ; but if any of them can do any better ſervice, I doubt not, but we 
ſhall again meet with them, and therefore ſhall adjourn their conſidera- 
tion toa more convenient place. Tu prove that any of the Fathers have de- 
nied this place to extend to infallibiliiy, is a very unreaſonable thing, which 
you put the Biſhop and his party upon, becauſe they only deliver what they 
conceive the meaning of places to be, without reflections on any Hereſtes, 
but ſuch as were molt prevalent in their own times. And if your Church 
had in their time callenged [nfa/ibilifty trom ſuch places, you might 
have heard of their Negative, which at preſent you put us unreaſonably to 
prove. | 


Your anſwer to John 14. 16. only is, that it muſt be underitood in ſome 


abſolute ſenſe ; and doth not his Lordſhip ſay ſo too, vis. in regard of (on- 
folation and Grace. But if you ſay, there can be no other abſolute ſenſe, but 
an infallible aſſiſtance, you would do well to prove it, and not barely to ſup- 
poſe it: and ſo likewiſe, what follows as to Jobn 16. 13. (which his Lord- 
{hip juſtly reſtrains to the Apoſtles alone) you tell us, That you contend, 
that in whatſcever ſenſe all truth js to be be in reſþe of each Apoſtle 
apart, it & alſo to be underſtood in relation to t 


we ſay, it is without ſenſe or reaſon. And therefore come to examine 
what you produce for it. Your firſt reaſon, Becauſe the Repreſentative of 
the Church in General Council, and the Biſhop of Rome as Paſtor of the whole 
Church, have equal power to oblige the Church to believe what they deliver, a 
each Apoftle had, is utterly denied, and muſt be more than barely ſuppoſed 
as it is here. Your ſecond, which you call the Fundamental reaſon of this 
Expoſetion is, in ſhort, That the preſervation of the Church requires infallibility 

in 


ir Sncceſſors, aſſembled in 4 


full Repreſentative of the whole Charch. That you contend, we grant; but 
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in future Ages of the Church, os well as in the Apoſtles times, which is again 
utterly denied; and the next time you write, I pray prove your 2 5 
well z and think not your confident producing things you know are denied 
by us, will ſerve for reaſons againſt us. Before you can ſufficiently prove 
that any rite of the Church, not mentioned in Scripture, had the Ho ly Ghoſt 
for its Author, eſpecially when contrary to a cuſtom expreſſed in Scri- 
re, you muſt do more than produce a fingle teſtimony of St. Auguitine 
ſor it z who was apt to ſuppoſe the Holy Gloſt might be pleaſed with ſuch 
things, which the Chureb, though not therein infallible, might conſent in 
the practice of. Which certainly is far from ſuppoſing the Chyrch to have 
infallible aſſiſtance with it, in delivering Do&rines of Faith; becauſe 
ſome things might be uſed in the Church which the Holy Ghoft might be 
ſuppoſed not diſpleaſed with, which is the utmoſt can be made of your 
Citation out of St, Auſtin. 2 | | "= 

It ſeems you were aware of that diſparity between the ApofZles times 
and ours, as to the pretence of [»fal/ibility, becauſe the 4poitles were firſt 
to deliver this Doctrine to the World, and after to conſign it by writing 
to future Ages; from whence it were eaſie to infer, there could not be 
that neceſſity of a continual Infallible Afiftance in the Church, becauſe the 
Doctrine infallibly delivered by them is preſerved in the Church by the 


Infallible Records of it. But to this your anſwer is conſiderable. What p. 104. o. 


wiſe Man (ſay you) would go about to raiſe a ately Building for many Ages, 7. 
and ſatisfie himſelf with laying a Foundation to laſt but for a few years? Our 
Saviour the wiſe ſt of Arebitects, is not to be thought to have founded this in- 
comparable Building of the Church upon Sand; which muſt infallibly have hap- 
pened, had he not intended to afford his continual aſſaftance alſo to the ſucceed- 
ing Paſtors of the Church, to lead them, when aſſembled in a general Council, 
into all thoſe truths wherein he ff ſettled the Apoſtles, Whether you call 
this arguing for the Churches Iafallibility, or libelling againſt our Bleſſed 
$aviour if he hath not done what you would have him, is hard to deter- 
mine. I am ſure, it is arguing ab abſurdo with a witneſs; for if he bath 
not done, juſt as you fancy he ſhould have done; he muſt venture to be 
accounted an Ignoramis and Impoſior before, and here to do that which no 
wiſe Man would have done, viz. build a ſtately Fabrick, the Church, upon the 
Sands, So it ſeems you account the Prophets and the Apoſtles : For if the 


Apoſtle may be credited, we are built on the Foundation of the Apoſtles and 1784.20 


Prophets, Jeſus Chriſt himſelf being the chief Corner-ſtone. And this is it you 
muſt mean by being built on the Sand; for herein it is plain, the Church is 
built on theſe, viz. that Iufallible Doctrine which was delivered by them, 
but here is not one word, or the leaſt intimation of an izherent Infallibiliiy 
in the Church which was to be its foundation fo as to ſecure it from all 
error. And this (ſay you) muſt infellibly happen, if there be not the ſame 
Iafallibilit, in General Councils which was in the Apoſtles ; for that I ſuppoſe 
muſt be the meaning of your laſt words, if they be to the purpoſe. Bat 
how groundleſs your pretence of the Ief«/ibility of General Councils is, 
will appear when we come to that Subject; but bave you ſo little of com- 
mon ſenſe and reaſon with you, as to ſuppoſe the Church preſently, not- 
withſtanding the Divine Revelation of the Doctrine of Chriſtianity in Scri- 
ture to be built on Sand, if General Councils be nat Infallible? Is there not 


ſufficient ground to rely on the Docttine of Chriftiaxity, ſuppoſing there 


never had been any General Council in the World? What was the Church 
built on before the Nicene Council, only on Sand? Surely the Wind and 
Billws of Perſecutions would then have eaſily overturned it. What if 

— * through 
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through civil combuſtions in the Empire there could never have been an 
Aſſeniblies of the Biſhops afterwards, muſt the Church needs have fallen 
the ground for want of General Councils? But why, I pray, muſt the 1y. 
fallibility of the Apoftles be compared only to 4 found ation that can laſt by 
for few years * Do you ſuppoſe that theſe Apoſtles never did commit their 
Doctrine Infallibly to Writing ; or that theſe Writings of theirs did laſt but 
for a few years? Without one of theſe, itis hard to find out your meaning 

thoſe expreſſions. If you deny either of them, I ſhall readily prove them: 
But if you affirm both theſe (as if you are heartily a Chriſtian yon muſt 
do) with what face can you ſay that Chriſt, in making the Apoſtles infalli- 
ble, did lay a Foundation but for a few years. But thanks be to God, al. 
though perverſe and unreaſonable Men are always quarelling with the 
methods of Divine Wiſdom and Goodneſs, this Foundation of the Lord ſtand. 
eth ſure ſtill ; and, as long as the Infal/ible Doctrine of the Goſpel continues, 
the Church will be built on a ſtedfaſt and unmoveable Rock, which will 
prove a much ſurer Foundation than the ſeven Hills of Infallibility. But 
this is your grand and fundamental Miſtake, to ſuppoſe a Church cannot 
continue without a vital inherent Principle of Infallibility in her ſelf, which 
muſt be diſcovered by Infallible Directions from the Head of it: Whereas 
we grant the neceſũty of an Infallible Foundation of Faith, but cannot 
diſcern either from Scripture, Reaſon, or Antiquity, that there muſt be a 
living and ſtanding Infallible Judge, which muſt deliver and interpret thoſe 
Infallible Records to us. We grant then Infallibility in the Foundation 
of Faith, we aſſert the higheſt Certainty of the Infallibility of that Foun- 
dation, we declare that the owning of that Infallible Foundation is that 
which makes Men Chriſtians (the Body of whom we call a Church) we 
turther grant, that Chriſt hath left in his Church ſufficient wears for the pre- 
ſervation of it in Truth and Unity; but we deny that ever he promiſed lach 
an Infallibility to be conſtantly reſident in that Church, as was in the Prophet; 
and Apoſtles; and that neither any intention of Chriſt, or any reaſon in the 
thing can be manifeſted, why ſuch an [-fa/ibi/ity ſhould be ſo neceſſary for 
the Churches Preſervation, that without it the Wiſdom of Chriſt muſt be que. 
ſtioned, and the Church built on a Sandy Foundation. Your Citation of 
Vincentius Lirinenſis proves nothing but the Churches conſtancy in adhering 
to that Doctrine of Faith, which was delivered from the beginning; but 
how that ſhould prove a conſtant Infallibility, 1 cannot underſtand, unleſs 


it is impoſſible that there ſhould be any Truth, jywhere there is no inhe- 


rent Infallibility. Thus we ſee, what very little ſucceſs you have in the at- 
tempt of proving the Churches continual Infallibility from Scripture. 

From hence you proceed to the conſideration of the way, How Scripture 
and Tradition do mutually confirm each other. His Lordſhip grants, That 
they do mutually, but not equally, confirm the Authority either of other. For 
Scripture doth infallibly confirm the authority of Church-Traditions, truly ſo cal- 
led. But Tradition doth but morally and probably confirm the authority of the 
Scripture. This (ſay you) 3s apparently falſe, but endeavour not to make it 
evident, that it is ſo: Only you ſay, A. C. refuſed already to grant it. Et 
quid tum poſtea 2 Muſt every thing be falſe which A. C. refuſes to grant? 
But let us ſee, whether his Similitude makes it out. For (ſaith he) I 
as a King's Embaſſadours word of month, and his King s Letters bear mutual wit. 
xeſs to each other, Juſt ſo indeed (faith his kordſhip) For bis King's Letters of 
Credence under Hand and Seal, confirm the Embaſſadours authority infallibly to 
all that know his Seal and Hand : But the Embaſſadours word of month confirms 


his King's Letters, but only probably. For elſe, Why are they call d Letters of 
"© Credence, 
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ſufficient Teitironp, that theſe Letters 5 
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—— Life to atteſt the truth of his Credeptigh, e Prince by 
reading the Letters, find ſoinething n-thenvwhich cauld not be written | 
any othet chan that Prizeey he then bath the, higheſt B can deſite. 
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al thoſeè Letters, thoſe Motiuet of Gedililuy (not which relate to the Per- 
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ters (as the conſtant Teitiagany of ſuch who were preſent at it, the Sang 
ries anWEmbaſ, doars venturing their lives upon it) muſt confirm hi 
that; and lalily/his own reading the G ils, give him the higheſt — 
firmation, i. e. The Teffimony thoſewho aw - Miracles of 85575 and 
ax Apoitles, and confirmed the Manz of theit Teffierony, by their d ing fo 
it, are the highelt inducement to oi; belicuing that the Seriptures wete ſealed 
by God himſelf in che Miracles w t, and Written by his own hand, his 
Siri infollibly affiſting thedp#7les ; but ſtill, after all this, when in theſe 
very Scriptures we read ſuch things as we cannat- feaſonably ſuppoſe could 
come from any but God himſelf 3 this doth in the higheſt degree ſettle and 
confirm dur Faith. «Therefore, a do che main ſcope 8157 which this Simi- 
litnde was uſed by his it holds {fill ; . your miſtake lies, in 
ſuppoſing that 3 reception depended wholly on bis own ſin- 
gle Teif;90ny, and that was @mough to make any Friuce infallibly certain 
that his Letters df Cretlence are true, which cannòt be, unleſs he knows 
before-hand that Embaſſadour to be infallibly true, which is impoſlible to be 
ſuppoſed ar his firſt reception. Yet this is plainly your caſe, that the Scri- 
Ptures are to be infallibiy believed on the ſingle Teſtimony of the preſent 
Charch, which is, to makethe Eb aſſadaur himſelf give authority to his Let- 
ters of Credlence, and ſet Haul aud Seal to them. Whereas the contrary is 
moſt evident to be tte. But then, ſuppoſing theſe Credentials admitted, 
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authority which their Credentials, wiz the Scriptures do convey to them, 
We owntherefare the ApoFiles as God's 1 


conveyed to him therein. And thus it is in the preſent caſe: Not as though 


a Prince treated every-Emvoy w ith equal teſpect to an Embaſſadovr, no mere 
ought any Paſtors ofthe Church be received, but according to that power and 


n | ours, whoſe Mire 
cles did atteſt the. Commiſſipn, from Heaven to all they-came to; and 90 
Perſons could pretend ignorance that this is God's Hund and Sealzbut all other 
Paſtors of the Church we look on any as Agents ſettled to hold e ee 


between God ang C, but not exttaord ina Ebaſſatl our, ho muſt be lool- 


ed on as immeditfly tranſacting by the Infalible Commiſſion of Heavey; 
When therefore We Paſtor or, Paſtors of 1 Gra aid i Credes- 
tals from Heaven, atteſted withithe ſame Broad ſeal of Heaven, which the 
Apoſtles had, view Miracles, e ſhall then receive them in the ſame capaci 
as Apoſtles, vt. acting by an Infal/ible Comeuiſſion, but not till then. By 
which I have*giveh a ſufficient Anſwer to whats. follows, concerning the 
credit which is given to chi Legal as to himſelf ; for hereby it appea 
they are tohrve no greater authority than their Commiſſzon gives thety; 
Produce therefore an{lnfallible' Commiſſion for your Paſtors [nfallibility,cither 
apart, or conjunckſy, and we {hall receive it; but notelfe. Whether A. C. in 
the words following, doth in terms attribute Dinine and Infallible Authori. 
to to the Church, ſuppoſtng it in fallibiy Aſiſtetl by the Holy Ghoſt, is very little 
material; for, Whether he owns it or no, it is ſufficient that it neceſſaily 
follows from his Doctrine of Infallibilityj. For, How can the Church be in- 
fallible by virtue of thoſe Promiſet, wherein Divine Infallibility, you lay; is 
promiſed, and by virtue of which the 4poitles had Divine Infallibiliiy, and 
yet the Church not to be Divinely Infallible? The remainder of this Chap- 
ter, which concerns the ſenſè of the Fathers in this Controverſie, will par- 
ticularly be conſidered in the next, Which is purpoſely deſigned for it. G 
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CH Ab. N. 
The Senſe of the Fathers in this Controverſie. 
(ei 3.5 'a% 1 
The Judgment of Antiquity enquired into, eſpecially of the three firſt Centu- 
ries ʒ and the Reaſons for it. The ſeveral Teſtimonies of Juſtin Martyr, 


Athenagoras, Tatianus, Trenzus, Clemens Alexandrinus, and all the 
Fathers who writ in vindication of Chriſtian Religion, mgnifeFFed to. concur 


fully with our way of reſolving Faith. T. C.'s Anſwers to Vincentius Li- 


rinenſis, 2 Gandavo, and the Fathers produced by his Lordſhip, pitifuly 
weak, The particulars 7 his ninth Chapter examined. St. Auguſtine's 
Teitimony vindicated. T. C.'s nauſeous Repetitions ſent as Vagrants to 
their ſeveral homes, His Lordſhip's Conſiderations found too heavy for 
T. C Anſwers. In what ſenſe the Scripture may be called a Præcognitum. 
What way the Jews reſolved” their Faith. This Controverſie, and the firit 
Part, concluded. | 5 — DET 


8. 1. | 1 thus largely conſidered, whatever you could pretend to, for 


the ad vantage of your own cauſe, or the prejudice of ours, from 


Reaſon and Scripture; nothing can be ſuppoſed to remain conſiderable, 


but the judgment of the Primitive Church in this preſent Controverlie. 
And next to Scripture and Reaſon, I attribute ſo much to the ſenſe of the 


Chriitian Church in the Ages next ſucceeding the ApoFFles, that 1 is no * 
on- 
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other ſo apparently contfary to the unanimous Conſe 


the Corrdptions crept into your Chur. 9 0 tha 2 5 Zu 
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-onfirmarion to me of the truth of che Proteſtant 2 Reſa Fa : 
7 of the falſity. of ours, that I ſee the one ſo exattly of in oro th, 
of 2 For, 


though you-loye,to make a greg noiſe with Antiquity, among Perſons 
meanly ge it 3 vy who _ 2 y. and impartially en- 
quire into che ſenſe of the Primitive Church, 


re neh atitby. the Shreds e- 
of Citations to your hands in your 5 riters (which is gene your 


way) will ſcarce in anꝝ thing wore palpably.diſct Kd your lin and im- 


poſtures than in your Pretence to Autiquity. 1 (hall not here enquire into 


but, as occaſion 
eayout to pluck 
ee 1 


is miniſtred to me, in the following diſcourſe 

it off but ſhall keep cloſe to the * in . 
Wan in this chapter. 

1. To ſhew the Concurrence of 2 
Faith. 
2. Examine What you 
way, Ot ener vate ours. 


wich of the ; reſolution of 


« gocordſn 0. the, thereto ee, * 


3. Conſider what remains of this Controverſie i rohr Book „ bs. | 
+ 1. For the manifeſting the ee y Antiqua) with « 35 I ſhall/ 1 K 
c configs my preſent diſcourſe e and genuine Antiquity, keep- 


ing within the compaſs of the Wes firſt Eee, or at leaſt, of thoſe 


who 
urpoſely writ in vindication of the Chriſtian Faith; Not that do © 
e leaſt diſtruſt the conſent of the ſucceeding Writ d x Primitive " 
hre, but upon theſe . 1. N it would de too large a task 

at preſent to undertake, ſince no neceſſity, from what wv ut on- 

ly my defire to clear the Thb, and reftifie the Mistakes of uch, whio are 

led blindfold-ugder the pretence of Antiquif, 2 e to this diſcourſe. 

2. Becauſe in reaſon. they could not but underſtand beſt the ways and me- 


ttyds uſed by the, Apoſtles for the perſwading Men to the Chriitian Faith, © 


and if they had mentioned apy ſuch thing an Infal/ibility always to con- 
tiyue in the Church, thoſe 2 certainly who received the care © 
the Church from the. Apoſt oſtlet hands, could — but have heard of ig And 
were (trangely to blame Fi they did not diſ So and make uſe of it. Whats - 
ever therefore of truly JpoFalical Plies is to be relied%on in ch 
caſes, muſt be conveyed to us from thoſe Perſons who were the 4pdi/les 
immediate Succeſſors ; and if it can be made manifeſt that they heard not 
of any ſuch thing, in that, when occaſion'. was offered, they are ſo far + 
from mentioning it, that they take ſuch different ways of ſatfsfying Men, 
which do manifeſtly ſuppoſe that they d 9 it. I know ſome 
of the greateſt Patrons of the Church of „ and ſuch who know beſt 
bow to manage things withthe beſt Abe. for the intereſt of that Church, 


| have. made little account of the ghree EE Ages, and confined themſelves # 


within the compaſs of the four firſt Councils, upon this pretence, becauſe 


* the Books and Writers are ſo rare before, and that thoſe Perſons who lived 
© then, had no occaſion to write of the matters in Controverſie between 


them and us. But if the ground why thoſe other things which are not 
determined in Seripture, are to be believed by us, and practiſed as neceſſa- 
ry, be, that they, were ApoFtolical Traditions, Who can be more competent 
Judges what was ſo, and what not, than thoſe who lived neareſt the Apo o- 
lical times 2 And thoſe certainly '4 if they writ of any thing) could not write 
of any thing of more concernment to the Chriſtian World, than the know- 
ledge of ſach things would be; or at leaſt we cannot imagine but that we 

uld ind expreſs intimations of them, where ſo many, ſo * r 
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trüe reaſon why the three fri? Ag „ 2 Perron) yet - 


there is got the 
nrröverſie. 


Fa 


moſt conſonan | tri 
ty fame 2 r uſed when, t 


their Faith : ea" led 1 
WMitings, E draving it ſucceſſively 


it fro the 


ES . . — . 
* Chriitian "Faith. bk. "Va $ 
4 begin with I Martyr, 
Phot. bib li- nl K ; 
oth. Cod, 
ps 


— 


Z is much trodhted who this Perſon ſhould be, Wherfier an Angel in hu- 
not. thatic ſhape, or a Man inimediately conveyed by an Angel to diſcover Chri- 
ſtiaully cd tes, which when de had done, he was as ſuddenly carried 

Medule back again.” Sciltetus (I Tfuppoſ@from the Story) aſſerts Jui?in Martyr to 
run . 9 be convetted by Divide Revelation. But, if I be not much miſtaken, this 
Whole Conference is no inote.thaji the ſetting forth the grounds of his be- 
coming 4 Chriifian in the Plato#ical Mode, by way of Dialogue (and pro- 
bably Fe whole Diſpitation with Trypho, may be nothing elſe) but, how- 

ever tHat be, it is apparent Thypho looked on him as a Platonit, by his 
Pallium, aud 2 owns himſelf to have been ſo, and therefore it 


was very congruous for Him to diſcourſe after the Academick manner. In 
which Diſcourſe, when Julia Martyr had ſtood up in vindication of the - 


Platonick \ Philoſophy, the other Perſon endeavours to convince him of 
the impoſſibilicy of attaining true bappineſs by any Philoſophy. For when 
ar ny had ſaid, That by Ph;loſophy he came to the Knowledge of God; the 
ther Perſon Sanmanded, How they could know Bod, who had never ſeen 
him, nor heard of him ? He e That the > Soy Was wry ro xamAno)e, 
God was only inteBigible by our Minds, as Plato ſaid : He again asks, 
Whether there were ſuch a Faculty in the Minds of Men, as to be able to 
fee God without a Divine Power and Spirit aſſiiting ii? Juſtin anſwers, 
That according to Plato, the Eye of the Under anding was e 10 
iſcover 
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diſcover that there is ſuch a Being, which is the cauſe of all things, - but the na- 
ture of it is ineffable and incomprehenſible, Upon which he proceeds to en- 
quire, W hat relation there was between God and the Souls of 
means io come to the participation of him ; after a great deal of diſcourſe on 
Tuſtin comes at laſt to enquire, if there were not 


which ſubject between them, 


n, and what 


truth and certainty in Philoſophy, By whoſe inſtruFion, or by what means he 


þ 


wuch elder than the reputed Philoſophers, bleſſed Mer, 
juit, and lovers of God, heaking the Inſpiration of 
the Divine Spirit, foretelliag things which have come 
to paſs ſince, whom they call Prophets. Theſe only ſaw 
the Truth, and declared it to Men ; neither flattering, 
nor fearing any, nor ps ley with the love of honour - 
But they only ſpake the things which they beard and ſaw, 
being filed with the Holy Spirit. Whoſe: Books are ſtill 
extant ; which, whoſoever reads, and aſſents to, will find 
himſelf much improved in the principles and ends of 
things, and whatever becomes a Philoſopher to know. 7th 
they writ not by way of argument or demonſtration, but, 
that which is above it, they are moſt faithful witneſſes o 
Truth. For the things which have, and do come to uy 
do enforce Men to believe the Truth of what they ſpake : 
And not only ſo, but they are moſt worthy to be believed, 
for the Miracles which they wrought. cover, they ex- 
tol the Maker of the World, God and the Father, and 
orld his Son Chriſt : Which the falſe 
Prophets, who are aFed by a ſeducing and impure Spi- 
rit, neither have done, nor yet do do; but they attempt 
to ſhtw ſome tricks for t he amazement of Men, and 
up the evil and deceiving Spirits. But, do thou, above 
all things, pray, that the gates of light may be opened to 
thee. For theſe things are not ſeen nor underſtood by all, 
but only by them to whom God and Chrift ſhall grant 
the knowledge of them. A moſt ſignal and remarka- 
ble Teſtimony (as any is extant in all Antiquity) 
for acquainting us with the true Grounds and Rea- 
ſons of Faith, which therefore I have at large 
produced. The very reading of which is ſufficient 
to tell us; How true a Proteſtant this, whether Au- 
gel or Man, was. When Juſtin asked him, What 
Teachers he ſhould have to lead him to Truth ; 
He tells him, There had been long before 


ould come to ĩt £ To which that Perſon returns this excellent Auſwer 
That there had been, a long time fence, ſeveral Perſons | 
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Philoſophers, excellent Perſons in the World, called Prophets, Men 
every way good, who did nothing for Fear, or Favour, or Love 


of themſelves. But Fu 


fin might further ask, How he ſhould come 


to be in ſtructed by them ? He tells him, Their Writings wete (till 
extant, wherein were contained ſuch things as might hngely ſatis- 


tie a Philoſophical Mind, concernin 
things. He might till enquire, Whether thoſe 
rated or u, in them 2 No, he replies; but 


the Origine and Printiples of 


things were demon- 
they deſerve affent 
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as mntch, it not beyond any demonſtration; becauſe they matifeſi 
themſelves to be from God, by two things, the exact accompliſh. 
ment of the Prophecies made by them, and the ooparalle'd N 
which were wrought by them; Bat, 5 not the evil Spirits wort 
fiich things ? No: Fer, although their falſe Prophers may do ſeveral things 
to 4tnaze Men, yet they can do tro fach Miracles as they did; beſides, ajj 
which they do, tends to advanice thefe evi Spirits in the World ; but the de: 
fign of the true Prophets, is to declare the Trae God, and his Son Chrig. 
But, May then any one, by the inmate power of his mind, yield 4 divine aſſent i 
theſe things ? No: But, pray earneſtly to Cod to enlighten your mind; for 
this is the effect of Divine Grace, in and through Cbriſt. What part 1s there 
now of our reſolution of Faith, which is not herein afferted ? If you ag, 
Why you believe there were ſuch Men in the World as theſe Prophets 2 The con. 
tinuance of their Books and common Fame ſufficiently atteſt it. If you 
ask, Why you ſhould believe them to be true Prophets? The excellency of their 
Doctrine, joy ned with the falfilling Prophecies, and working Miracles, abiig- 
dantly prove it. But if you laſtly ask, Whether, beſides objective evidence, 
there be not ſome higher efficient requiſite to produce a Divine Faith ; The An- 
ſwer is, That depends upon the Grace of God in Chriſi So that here we 
have moſt evidently all thoſe things concurring, which his Lordſhip aſſerts 
in the reſolution of Faith; Moral inducement preparing the Mind, rational evi- 
dence from the thing into which Faith is reſolved, and Divine Grace requi- 
ſite in the nature of an efficient canſe. But, Where is there the leaſt intima- 
tion of any Churches Infallibility requiſite to make Men believe with a fn 
and Divine Faith? No doubt that was a Divine Faith, which Juſtin was 
bid to pray ſo heartily for, and which was only in thoſe to whom it was gi. 


ven, and yet even this Faith had no other affurance to build it ſelf upon, 


but that rational evidence which is before diſcovered. That Divine Perſon 
never thought of Mens believing with their Wills, much leſs that the Books of 
Scripture had no more evidence of themſelves, than diſtinction of Colours to a 
blind Man ; he did not think Chriſt an Ignoramus or Impoſtor, becauſe he left 


no Church Infallible, nor that God by the Prophets laid a Foundation upon Sand, 
or that would laſt but a few Tears, becauſe he did not continue ſuch an Infallible 


Aſſiſtance as the Prophets had to the Church in all Ages; yet theſe are all brave 
Aſſertions of yours ; which, doubtleſs, you would be aſhamed of, and re- 
cant, if you had not, as Caſaubos (aith of the Perſon whom you could not 
tell whether he was a Jeſuite or no (but by that Character you might guels 
it) that he had frontem ferream, & cor involuturms 5 a brow of Steel, and a 
Heart full of Meanders (to uſe your own fine expreſſion.) Upon this, - 

70 


ſtin tells us, a divine ardour was raiſed in bis mind, and a love of the 


phets and ſuch as were the Friends of Chriſt, and, upon further conſideration, 


Ti) mv fdvon erouey ginompiey dg T5 x) arppoerr, I found this the only certain and © 


profitable Philoſophy ; and thereupon commends the Doctrine of Chriſt to Try- 
pho and his Company for ſomething which was certainly innate to it, that 
it had a kind of awe and majeſty in it, and is excellent at terrifying and 
perſwading thoſe who were out of the right way, and brings the {weeteſt 


_ tranquillity to ſuch as are converſant in it. And afterwards undertakes 


to demonſtrate the truth of our Religion from 


Nlagzs 74 » SY G74 & xvorc ini. the reaſonableneſs of it, that we have not yielded 
oh oy te ε, v arcanrod\axmas our aſſent fo vain and empty Fables, nor to aſſerti- 


ſe 


1 bl \ / ' 
Nes, dA W455 anatares ver, ons uncapable of evidence and demonſtration ; but 
vel ſue Cguem, H THnor x agm, 


P. 226. 


to ſuch as are filled with a Divine Spirit, over: 
flowing with Power, and flouriſhing with Grace. And 
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CAP. IX. 
5 Doctrine of Cbriſt. But what need all this, if he had belie 


grine ? It had been but proving the Garri Infebible by Motiver of Credibi- 


Juſtin, tho ſo near the A 


cerning God or Relig lun, but from Divine I 
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Sordiagly manageth his diſcourſe quite throngh, hewing che jufbfeie- 
ved your Do- 


lity 3 and then to be fure,, whatever was propounded to be believed by it, 

was infabibly true. But older aud wiſer, it ſeems, maſt hpld here tob ; 
. times, went 8 much further way about: 

but it was well for him he ved ſa long ago, elſe he might have been accu 

ſed of Hereffe, or making Faith x=cer:&in, if he had lived in our times, 

and ſuch Doctrine of his might have merited A lader gatorias. 

ſpeaks to the ſame purpoſe. For, in his Parenefs to the Oreel-, be makes 

di buſineſs, 12 to- ſhew the m_ 


0 ſonab of believing thoſe who 
were the great Authoßt of all their /aperſ##tions ; for the Poets were mani- 
feſtly ridiculous, the Phiſoſopber- at continual ai 


g Fer- 
. io the matters contained in Scipture, which N are ihe « of 
might perſwade Men to believe that they came from God; that they were 
but as iaſtrument to that d i (as he expreſſeth it) to that Di- 
vine Spirit which did flrike upon them; whence, with one confent and har- 
mony they ſound forth the Docłrine of God, the worlds Creation ani Mar's, 
the [mmortality of the ſoul, Judgement to'come, and all things elſe which are 
neceſſary for us to know, which they unanimouſly deliver to us, though 
at great diſtances" from each other, both in regard of time and place. 
And fo proves the Antiquity of the Writings. of Moſes above all the Wife 
Men of the Greeks, by the teſtimony. of their own Authors, Pule on, Ap- 
pion, Ptolomeus Mendeſius, and many others, and concludes his diſcourfe 
vith this ſpeech, That it i# impoſſible for us 20 hom any thing certainly con- 
ir ation, which alone was in the 
Prophets. In his firſt Apology for the Chriſtians, he tells us what it was, 
while he was a Platonifs, which brought him to a good Opinion of Chri- 
flanity, which was, the obſerving the power and efficacy that Ductriue had Apotce. t. 
wor the Chriſtians hedge wh ſo mel conrage what mas atrounted moſt” 5% 
terrible to humane mature ( which are, dtath\ end torment*. .) From whence 
he reaſoned. with himſelf, that although the Chriffians were ſo much ca- 
lumniated, yet certainly they could not be vitiom erſont, who were ſo little 
fearful of thoſe great Bug bears of humane nature. For, Who ir there, that is 
4 lover of p aſure, or intemperate, or cruel, that can ” 7 
thearfully emtbrace death, ſo as thereby to be deprived of Tis 3 ni,, & dane, 5 dr- 
« bis goods ? And when he ſpeaks of the Doctrine % it dei &yalls i4- 


it ſelf of Chriſtianity, he ſays, It is ſuitable to what- 2 — 1 


, Fer was rational among the Platoniſts or other PR. Id. ib. 


oſophers, but far more agreeable to it ſelf, and con- 
L 1 taining 
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taining much more excellent things than ever they could attain to the 

P. 51, $2. knowledge of,” In his ſecond Apology for the Chriſtians to the Emperor 

Antoninus Pius, he inſiſts much on the excellency of the Doctrine of (hri- 

51:6 2' ſtianity from the Precepts of it, ebantus, love of (enemies, liberality, fuk A 

5 miſſion to authority, worſhip of God, &c. Afterwards he proves the s 

P. 73 and certainty of all we believe concerning Cbriſt from the exact accompliſh 

ment of the Propheſies made concerning him in the Old Teſtament, which 
diſcourſe he ends with this ſay ing. So many and ſo great things being ſe 

| ate ſufficient to perſwade Men io believe the truth of 

Ta read yiv daher, Tels 5 them, who are lovers of truth,” and 10 ſeekers of ap 

new mis T' aac donaGouiros, Y plauſe, and under the command of paſſions; Thus we 

wn eh og fut ved mor at. (a6 in all bis diſcourſes, where he had the moſt cc- 

* 7 bppogiions doyalJoc. caſion adminiſtred to him, to diſcover the moſt c- 

1 * tain grounds of Cbriſtias Faith he teſolves alf into 

the rational evidence of the truth, excelſency, and divinity of the DoJrine 

which was contained in the Scriptures. For in his ſecond Oration to the 

Greeks, after he had ſpoken highly in commendation of the Scripure, 

25 calling it, Tbe beſt expeller of all turbulent paſſions, and 

*0 nab Sud pvzad diigior, & muede the ſureſt extinguiſber of thoſe preternatural heats in 

ivy cBr5ruby dduoxenrger. Orat. the ſouls of Men ; which ( ſaith he) makes Men unt 

2. P. 40. + Poets, norePhiloſophers, nor Orators, but it mates 

ds Oniſis dba ſus, Thc geilus bede, dying Men immortal, and 

mortals become Gods; and transfers them from the earth, ae T%; "ap u 

3ees, to ſuch places whoſe confines are far above Olympus 3 therefore, O je 

| * s,. come and be infirutted; be ye as 1 am, far 

Tad re js du, re ths raids I was as you are. And theſe were the things which 

Fe v 7% Abys wary, Id. Ib. prevailed with me, the divine power amd efficacy of the 

| MTVDTDocrine. What was it then, I pray, that Juſtin 

Martyr, of a Philoſopher becoming a Chriſſian, reſolved his Faith into? 

If we may believe himſelf, ' it was into the evidence of the Doctrine of 

Cbriſtianity, and not into the 1zfallibility of any Charch. The Teſtimony 

of this perſon, I have the more largely inſiſted on, both becauſe he was 

ſo great a Philoſopher, as well as Chriſtian, and lived ſo near the He. 

Stolical times. Next him we produce Athenagoras as a Philoſopher too, as 

well as Chriſtian, who flouriſhed under Artoninys and Commodas, to 

whom he made his Apology in behalf of the Chriſtiant, in which he firſt 

undertakes to manifeſt the reaſonableneſs of the Doctrine which they 

owned, the Foundation of it being the ſame with that which the beſt Phi- 

loſophers acknowledged, the exiifence and unity of the Deity. © But ( faith 

| $71! 4g he) if we had nothing but ſuch reaſons as he bad 

ed & of one Ty aexguniy H., produced, our . could only be humane; but 

av de, The MYTHS, . d 187 the words of the Prophets are they which eſtabliſh our 

ub "Na 2 Yar Fm mind. who being carried beyond themſelves, by 

_ — od by 7 24 og the impulſe of the Divine Spirit, pale that which they 

Ad dans, der "2 dme duty were moved to, when the Spirit uſed them as Injers 

:unvd oz, Athenag. Apol. p. 9. ments through which be ſpake. Is not here a plain 

| „ reſolution of Faith into that Divine Authority by 

which the Prophets ſpake? and that not as teſtified by any Infallible Charch, 

but as it was diſcernable by thoſe perſons he ſpake to, for he appeals to 

the Emperonrs themſelves concerning it; which had been a fond and ab- 

ſurd thing for him to do, if the knowledge of that Divine Inſpiration did 

depend meerly on the teſtimony of Chriſtians as ſuch, and were. not to be 

diſcovered by ſome common Principles to them and others, Much * the 

| ame 
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(ame ſe (Tatianus ſpeaks” in that eloquent 578 of his Want 

e who was Juin Martyr's Scholar; and we ſhall ſee, how 1 

agreeable, be ſpeaks to him, in the account, he gives, how he became a 8 
Chriſtians After. (faith he he) he had ' abundantly diſcovered the viuity of the * 


T Sper d/o of the” Greeks, to. 1 1% the reading ſome 
8 c Are and more Divine: thun N, riting K y 
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but to de in continual azard df h. 
the Writings of the Scripture Foy ned 
thok-words be rightly tranſfateq 


1 
Creation, Which conjecture i it may d | r, Ihe cert 217 f the NE 
prediction, the excellency 2 N r 87 ibe Bo. 
Arine were the things, "whith by the 1 of the Books 5 — perſwa- 
ded to believe them by. But all this e we henr no N 
Churches Infallibility in.ord er to Faiths + #8 * 1 £ 0 | . +: 
We come therefore to Fenem, who was 22 rin turias 5. 

fiſemus explorator, as Tertullian {ſpeaks of him, 4 great ſearcher into all kind © Lite, 
of learning, and therefore ſurely 7 nord ſeek as to the true. account of hi 111 
Faith. Whoſe judgment herein, alchStgh, we have had ac@afion to 
quire into before, yet we have Teſtimbntes' enough beide 2 728 his ö 
conſent with them. And although Irenæis of alh the By wb „ 
looked on as the moſt favourable to Madition and is m f 
purpoſe in theſe diſputes 26.45 doubt not bit to make it har. ' 
where he ſpeaks moſt "concerning Tradition, he makes the Mio 8 
A he 8 who 


dp << | 


V4 


truſt, or elſe only ſearch him for ths 1 ft 2 ne 
never take the pains to enquite into he ſcope l ot bis Neben 
For clearing which; we muſt conſi t the ſujet, /was which he 
writ" of, What the pleas of the ad party were, what , Irene 
takes to confute them, and to eſtabliſii the ane Faß of Chriltigns as to 
the matter which” was in Controver lie. 2 The matter in duſpnte was 
this, Valentinius and his-Scholars, not Being contented with e im- 
plicit of the iDo@rine of the Goſpel, and 0 Probability the better to 
ſuit their opinions to the Heather Mythology, zand i invented a ſtrange 1 
Pedigree of Gods, the better as they pretended to give am accohnt of the 
production of - things, and the varioùs diſpenſations, which had hee in the 

world but knowing chat ine Cbriſtians did with the greiiteſteſoluti- .. 
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leſs they could ſome way or other father them upon them. Upon which 
they pretended that theſe very things which they delivered were ra! 
intended by Chriſt and the Apoſtles in their writings, hut becauſe ſo few 
were capable of them, they gave only ſome intiations of them there 


but delivered theſe great myſteries privately. only to thoſe who 


| ; — — bs were 
* 5 «4 perfect; and that this was St. Paul's meaning when he ſaid, I ſpeak wiſden 


«4. Eraſm, among them that are perſeck. This Irenexs gives us an account of, in the 


inniog of all his diſcourſe : but is more fully expreſſed in the original 

775 — of ** preſerved by Epiphanius in the hereſie of the 2 
- 3 ans. On which account alone, as Petavias faith, Epiphanius bath well 
deſerved of Poſteriiy for-preſerving entire thoſe original Fragments of 
Ireneus ; his reel therein being much more intelligible and ſmooth than 

p the old harſh Latin verſion of him. His words are, All which things are 

7 ot expreſly. gealared, in as much as all are not fit 1. 

Tara & pargss 0 we d Bt unter fand them ; but are myſteriouſly couched by ap 
T0 wi mevras og TW yew, Saviour in parables," for fach who are able to under. 


wwrneteds: wan) 5% EwrngO Net 1.52 hey ſai 
2 Ls act end them, Thus they ſaid, the 30. aner were 


did not appear publickly, and by the Parable of 


92. mY, I 4+ G5: * the Works in 3 in which the 1, 3, 6,9, 
11 bours, making up 30. did again dente their 7Ezzes ; and that St. Pal did 
moſt expreſly fignifie them, when he uſed ſo often «; Ti i iy atvyer, The 
Duodecad of Ai; 
with the Do@ors. The raiſing o 


- 


Jeirus his Daughter of 12 years, repreſented 


Achamoth being brought to light, whoſe paſſions. were ſet forth by thoſe words 


of our Saviour, My God, My God, why haſt thou forſaken me, in which were 

three paſſzons of Achamoth, Sorrow, Fear, and Deſpair. With many things of 

a like nature; but hereby we ſufficiently ſee what their pretence was, iz. 

That there were deep myſteries but obſcurely repreſented in Scripture, but whoſe 

full knowledge was delivered down by an Oral Cabala from Chriit and bis Apoſtles, 

E. 1. c. 2. Now we muſt conſider, what courſe Irenæus takes to confute theſe pretenſ- 
ons of theirs. Firſt he gives an account what that Faith was, which the 

Church diſperſed up and down the World, received from the Apoi7les and their 
Diſectples, viz. that thereby they believed in one God, the Father Almighty, 

who made Heaven and Earth, the Sea and all in them, and in one Jeſus Chriſt the 

Sor of God, &c. which was directly contrary to the Valentini an Hereſies, 
who 1 the Supream God and Demiurgus to be different, and ſo Chri- 

L. 1. c. 3. ſtus and Salvator, and fo in others. This Faith which the Church hath received, 
it unanimouſly keeps, though diſperſed through the whole World, for although the 
Languages be different, yet the Tradition is the ſame among them;whether they live 

n Germany, France, Spain, the Eaſt, Egypt, Libya, or elſewhere. And al- 

cer in the firſt Bool he hath ſhewed the many different opinions of the ſe- 

veral broods of theſe Hereticks ; and in the ſecond diſcovered the fondneſs 

and ridiculouſneſs of them; in his third Book, he undertakes from Scripture 

to ſhew the falſeneſ; of them. And begins with that excellent expreſſion 

L. 3. c. 1, before cited. For we have not known the diſpoſition (or &conomy) of our Salva- 
tion by others than by thoſe, by whom the Goſpel came to us, which they then 

. firſt Preached, and after by the Will of God, delivered to us in writings to be 

the Foundation and Pillar of our Faith. Which being laid down by him 

at his entrance as the grand Principle on which he goes, will lead us to 

an eafie underſtanding of all that follows. This therefore, he not only 

aſſerts, but proves. For whereas ſome of the Adverſaries pretended that 72 

| SI pole, 


men G e : Tepreſented by the 30. years in which our Saviar 
vel. Iren. apud Epiph. hæreſ. 


nes by the 1 8 at which our Saviour appeared diſputing 


4 
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down Preaching the Gap 


Tele, Preached before they fully underifood al they were to know, he ſhews 
how falſe that Was, becauſe after Chriſt's Reſurre@ion from the Grave, they 
were endued with the Spirit of God eee; from on high upon them ; 


Cup. IX n th Controverfſe, 281 


and were furniſhed with a perfect knowledge by which they went up and 
el, which all and each of them had the knowledge 
Hebrew tongue ſet forth his Goſpel, when Perer 


of. Thus Mathew in 


and Paal at Rowe Preached the Gaſpel and founded a Church; and after 


their departure Mark, the Diſciple and Interpreter of Peter, writ thoſe 
things which were Preached. Afterwards Jobs publiſhed his Goſpel at 


Ezpbeſer in fia. And all theſe (faith he) 1 to ws ont God maker of He#+ 
x | 


er 
ven and Earth, and one Chriſt his Son. To whom if one Re 
doth wot aſſet be defpiſeth thoſe who were our L icon. ue fa eſti, het qudem 
 panions, and therefore deſpiſeth our Lord Chriſt, and like- Chriftum Deine, ſpernit vera (& Pa- 

wiſe deſpiſeth the Father, and is condemned of himfelf.re- en, & oft 4 ſeipſo damnatus, reſiflens & 


bting and oppoſong bis 'own Salvation whith all Hertticks e 1 
do. Can any thing be more plain, than that Irenexs Sg EG K 


makes it his deſign to reſoſde Faith into the writings of Chriſt and his Apo- 
fler, and ſaith, That theſe writings were deliyered as 4 Foundation of Faith 


that the reaſon why the Chriſtians. beſie ved but one God and one Chritf, was, 
"becauſe they read of no more in the Goſpels publiſh'd by them, That he that 
eſpiſeth ibem who wert gur Lord's companions, deſpiſe himſelf, and God, und con- 
demen themſelves. He doth not ſay, he that deſpiſeth the lawfully ſent Paſtors 
f the Church meeting in General Councils, nor them who have power tb oblige the 
ch to believe as well as the Apoſtles had, as you ſay, but evidently makes 

the obligation to believe, to depend upon that revelation_of God's will, 
which was made by the” Apoſtles, and is by their writings conveyed down 

to us. Would not the Valentinians have thought themſelves preſently run 
down by ſuch ways of confutation as yours are, that they muſt believe 

the preſent Church Ixfallibie in hate ver is delivered to be believed to the 
world ? 1 r 

But doth not Jrenes himſelf make uſe of the Churches Tuadition as the 5.5 
great argument to confate them 8. grant he doth ſo, and it is on that | 

8 


very account that be wight confate the and not Jay down the only ſure 
Foundation of Cbriſtian Faith. For he gives that reaſon of his doing ſo in 
the beginning of the very next Chapter. For, (faith | | 


he) when we diſpute againſt tbem out of the Scripture, they Cmenim ex mii Sar pe 


are turned preſently to an accuſing of theScriptures a though quafi non rede habeant, neg; fint ex auths. 


they were not in all things right, and wanted Authority, and Tate, & mis vari fat dia, & quis 
becauſe of their ambiguity, and for that truth cannot” ie 1 — * * 7 
found out by them without the help of Tradition: I need 

not lay, that Irenexs propheſied of you in this ſaying of his, but it is as true 

of you as if he had. Tour pretences being the "ey ſame againſt the Scri- 

ptures being the rule of Faith, with thoſe of the Valentinians ; only that 


pou deny not the truth of what is therein contained, for otherwiſe the wart 


of Authority in themſelves, the ambignity of them, the impoſſubility of knowing 

the ſenſe of them without Tradition, are the very ſame arguments which wit 

the greateſt Pomp and Oſtentation are produced by you againſt the Seri- 
ptures being the Rule whereby to judge of Controverſies. Which we have 

no more cauſe to wonder at, than Irenexs had in the Valentinians, becauſe 

from them we produce our greateſt Arguments againit your fond Opinions. Now 
when the Valentinians pretended their great rule was on oral Tradition, 
which was conveyed from the Apoſtles down to them; to this Irenew 
oppoſeth the conſtant Tradition of the Apoſtolical Churches, which ak 

a continue . 
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Et babemus an | s | 
flat inftitati ſunt Af 4 Sale G their. ſucceſſors, unto our own times, who taught no ſych 
{ucceſſores eorum ulq; ad nos, qui nibil tale thing, nor ever knew any ſuchthing as they madly f. ancy 10 


— — 1 7 * quale ab his themſelves.” We. fee then his appeal to Tradition was 


continued ſucceſſion was preſerved from the Apoſtles times, which wWaz 
the ſame every where among all the Churches, which every one who de. 
ſired ir, might eaſily be ſatisfied about; becauſe they could number them 
who by the Apoſtles were appointed Biſhops in Churches, * 


only in a matter of fact, Whether ever any ſuch 


thing as their opinion which was not contained in Scripture, was deli- 


vered to them, by the Apoſtles or no, 1. e. Whether the Apoſiles left 
oral Traditions in the Churches which ſhould be the rule to interpret Sri. 


ptures by, or no? And the whole defign of Frenæus is to prove the coß- 


trary, by an appeal to all the” Apoſtolical Churches, and particularly by ap- 
— hf ite” Dotetls Church, becauſe of its due fame and celebrity in Un 
Age wherein Ireneis lived. So that Irengus appealed to the then Roma 
Church, even when he ſpeaks higheſt in the honour of it, for ſomewhar 
which is fundamentally contrary to the pretenſions of the mew Roman 
Church.” He then appealed to it, for an evidence againſt ſuch oral Tradii- 
ons which were,pretended to be left by the ApoFFles as a rule to underſtand 


Scripture by; and, were it not for this ſame pretence now, what will be- 


come of the Authority of the preſent Roman Church g? ; 


After he hath thus manifeſted by recourſe to the Apoſtolical Churches that 
there was no ſuch Tradition left among them, it was very reaſonable to infer 
that there was none ſuch at all; for they could not imagine, if the 4pofles 
had deſigned any ſuch Tradition, but they would have communicated it to 
thoſe famous Chyrches which were planted by them, and it was abſurd to 
ſuppoſe that thoſe Churches who could ſo eaſily derive their ſucceſſion from 
the Apoſtles (hould in ſo ſhort a time have loſt the memory of ſo rich a trea- 
ſure depoſited with them, as that was pretended to be; from whence he 
ſufficiencly refutesthat unreaſonable imigination of the Valentinians. Which 
having done, he proceeds to ſettle thoſe firm groundson which the Chrifti- 
ans believed in one God the Father, and in one Lord Jeſus Chris, which he 
doth by removing the only Ohjection which the Adverſaries had againſt 
them. For when the Chriftians declared,” the main reaſon into which they 
reſolved their Faith as to the Princip'es, was, Becauſe no other God or 
ChrifF were revealed in Scripture, but them whom they believed, the Valea - 
tinians anſwered, this could not be a ſufficient foundation for their Faith on 
this account, becauſe many things were delivered Tn Scriptare,. not accor- 
ding to the truth of the things, but the judgment and opinion of the Perſons 
they were ſpoken to. This therefore being ſuch a pretence as would deſtroy any 
Firm reſolution of Faith into Scripture, and muſt neceſſarily place it in Traditi- 
on; Irenæus concerns himſelf much to demonſtrate the contrary, by an Often» 
ſion (as he calls it) that Chriſt and the Apoſiles did all along ſpeak according to 
truth, and not according to the opinion of their Auditors, which is the entire 
ſubject of the fifth Chapter of his third Book, Which he proves firſt of Chrift, 
becauſe he was Truth it ſelf, and it would be very contrary to his nature to 
ſpeak of chings otherwiſe than they were, when the very deſign of his 
coming was to direct Men in the way of Truth. The Apoſtles were Perſons 
who profeſſed to declare truth to the World, and as Tight cannot communicate 
with darkzefs, ſo neither could truth be blinded with ſo much falſbood as that 
opinion ſuppoſeth in them. And therefore neither our Lord nor his Apoſtles 
could be ſuppoſed to mean any other God or ci than whom they decla- 
red. For this (faith he) were rather to increaſe their ignorance and * 1 
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them in it, than to cure them of it; and therefore that Law was true which 
pronounced a curſe on every one who led a blind Man uf of way... And 
the Apoſtles being ſent for the recovery of the loſt fight 1 the blind, cannot | 
be ſuppoſed. to ſpeak: to Men according to their preſent "opinion, but a. 
nary to the . of truth. For, what, Phyſtian intending to 


cure a Palient, w 


+ 
* 


Cane IX. in this Controverſie. 


do according to his Patients deſire, and not rather what * 
will be bent for him? From whence he concludes, Since the deſgn of Chriſt * 
and his Apoſtles was not to flatter but to cure Mens ſouls ; it follows, 

that they did not ſpeak to them, according to their former opinion, 

but according to truth without all Hpocriſſe and diſſemmletion. From 


** 


* — —_ — RW WW _ 
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8 whence it follows, that if Chriſt and his ApoiHes did ſpeak according to 

1 truth, there is then need of no Oral Tradition for qur underſtandin 

7 Scripture, and conſequently the reſolution of our Faith as to God 

t Chriſt, and proportionably as to other objects to be believed, is not into 

? any Tradition pretending to be derived from the Apoſtles, but into the Scri- 

OY ptures themſelves 5 which by this difcourſe evidently appears to have been 

R the judgement of Ireneus. . ._ a 

ks The next which follows, is Clemens of Alexandria who flouriſhed A. D. 5. 6. 
1 196. whom St. Hierom accounted the moſt learned of all the writers of the Hm 
1 Church e and therefore cannot be ſuppoſed ignorant in fo neceſſary a part t 

| of the Chriſtian Doctrine as the Reſolution of Faith is. And if his judge- 

t ment may be taken, the Scriptures are the only certain Foundation of s 
F Faith; for in his Admonition to the Gentiles after he hath with a great deal i 
4 of excellent learning derided the Heather: Superſtitions, when he comes to | 

4 give an account of the Chriſtian Faith, he begins it with this pregnant 

l Teſtimony to our purpoſe. For (faith he) be | | 
0 Sacred Oracles affording as the moſt manifeſt grounds Kot 38 © xgnoued, Te; &; Thi wot- 
£ of Divine worſhip, are the Foundation of Truth. St, "wv «qopuss treppe ces. 
n And ſo goes on in a high commendation of the 1 * nm > 2 : 
u Scripture, as the moſt compendious directions for Pari. 92 
c happineſs, the beit Inſtitution for government of life, | | 

0 the mpſt free from all vain ornamente, that they, raiſe Mens ſouls up out 

of wickedneſs, yielding the moſt excellent remedies, diſſuading from the 

y greateſt deceit, and molt clearly incouraging to a foreſeen happineſs ; with 

9 more of the ſame nature. And when after he perſwades Men with ſo 

< much Rhetorick and earneſtneſe to imbrace the Scriptures dramnMauyars Tai 

. due with the greateſt readineſs, he gives this as the reaſon of it, that ſo 

* they might U dis Cevodoyeiv Tas {uy ans 7 1980, enter- FO 1 . 

* tain God in chaſte ſouls. For the Word is that ligble _ . I: 49 

* to Men, by which we ſee God : and ſoon after ſpeak- 1 1 7 2 * 
b ing that the deſign of Religion is to make Mieenn . s P. 35. 

af like to God as much as poſſible, he adds, That truly + ; 

" they are the Sacred Scriptures which. make Men Holy lies 3* dt dhe, md itegragila iþ 
z and Deifie Men, i. e. by Aſſimilation. And in that Nerf Yedupadlle, p. 56. 

* large and eloquent Parenæſis which follows, where 

1 in he perſwades Men to the forſaking their old cuſtoms and embracing 
1 Chriſtianity, all the arguments he uſeth are drawn from the Scriptures, 
1 and not ſo much as the leaſt mention of any Ixfallille Euſurancer "of 
yo their truth and authority, but ſuppoſeth the evidence he produceth, ſuff- 
17 ciext to perſwade them to the belief and love of them. In the firſt of 
his Stromata, he proves the truth of the Scriptures by the much greater 
£ antiquity of them than any of the Greek learning. In the ſecond, where 


he particularly enquires into the ature and ground of Faith, he mw 
- this 


—— 
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82 Won Printed without ries between l and 
Sa,  yethebe ſenſe and context makes it evi 
dient chat it ught t be the, aud aceordingly & #9 gives intimation 


ghics, and Gentiar Heynet in the tranſlation; as reviſed by Hein. 

ſ applies the demonſtration to what follows, bat very weakly joyns 

unf files wth. 2% and hot with Snot, and fo renders it firmnm he. 

ben judicinm cui comtradici nequit, whereas it is plain that he intends to 

give an account what that foundation is, which Fab doth ſtand on.) 

And after having made à large diſeoarſe.concerning the nature of Faith 

comparing the judgement of Philofopbe## concerning it, he concludes 

gry - with this frying, That n # an abſurd thing for the 

Tic 0 + envi qi3duwrer, 4. followers of Pythagoras to ſuppoſe that bis ipfe dirit 

1 Keeley a5tonigy d ma in ſtead of a demonſtration is them ; and yet thoſe 

* of N _ who are the lovers of truth not to believe the ſure teſti. 

b. 269.” | * mony of our only Saviour and God, but to eæadt proofs 

of bim of what be ſpale. Wherein he diſcovers 

that Cbriſtianity required from Men no unreaſonable thing in expecting 

aſſent where-no fuch kind of proofs as thoſe uſed by Philoſophers are; 

but if the Epicareans did ſuppoſe fore kind of amticipation neceſſary 

to knowledge, if the Pythagoreans telied on Authority, if Heraclityr 

_ quarreld with fach tary + neither bear nor ſpeak, i e. ſuch as nei- 

ther had Authority themſel ves, and yet would rehy on none; it could 

not be judged any abſurd thing that Chriit;anity did require ſuch an 

aſſent to what Chrif# delivered, © eſpecially conſidering that he was 

- ettnis@, 3. e. that he diſcovered ſafficient reaſon 

iy as virus airy i git dmiS e515 why he was to be believed in whatever he ſpake. 

Pe3eiet, ie Tols w c 2 A And thence elſewhere he ſays, That Faith is 4 

_— las ina. Som. &. ſire demonitration , betauſe truth folows whatever 

3 is delivered from God. And when he gives an 

account what that trae krowledge is which the Chriſtian hath , he 

ſhews what things are requiſite to it; two things Knowledge ſuppo- 

ſeth Cine and ive, enquiry and diſcovery; the Enquiry (ſaith he) 

is an impulſe of the mind for the finding ont of ſomething by ſome ſigns 

which are proper to it; Diſcovery, i ibe end and reſt of enquiry, which 

| lies in the comprehenſion of the thing , which 

is properly Knowledge. Now the ſigns by which 

, 5 bs 5h 017 Mheonanier md things, are diſcovered, are either precedent , conco- 

$4997) # Slices fd dels Sud witant, or ſubſequent, All theſe be thus applies 

+ d d de, of T5 Mb to the Scriptures. The diſcovery, as the end of om 

agerias durd cop, dT un. e after God, is, the Doctrine delivered by his 

ray 1" 32 Ty x of but * gu whereby we 5 8 he 35 

r | , precedent, the Pr de- 

nne = | Fl comin A. oo Mon were Tatts 
xnguom lor Ts x) iνοαs Jeueru- ris : Pi 85 5 

. Txuter deg, PrOptes Concerning bis birth : ſubſequent, are thoſe 

Tp iu i Thi Adee, ids Miracles, which were publiſhed , and manifeſtly 

13s Ade, J de, & 287, Strom. ſhewed to the world. after his Aſcenſfon. Therefore 

6. 674. . the peculiar evidence that the truth is with ws, *, 

' that the Son of God himſelf hath taught ws. Hat 
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| 5 4 (ontroverſie. 26 5 
lace not ſo clear in it ſelf, as miſe 
gene a et ere Ge 
exactly, according to all rational principles of knowled Arr emens doth 
of the grounds of Chriitian Faith; the main orinc} 108 - an account 
the dockrine delivered by Chriſt; which, that it ought 8 be _—_ is, 
to, appears by a full concurrence of all thoſe ſigut which wo ae 
fary in enquiries 3 here are the greateſt precedent ſign Fw: neceſ- 
made ſo long before, exactly accompliſhed in him) AL rophecies, 
comitant ſigns (in the many wonderful things which a e 590% con- 
coming into the world) and the cleareſt ſabſequent 1 at his 
teat and uncontrouled iraclet, which were wrought re) 
after his Aſcenſion ; all which put together do . — r 
was the Son of God who delivered this doctrine to ur 44 wh that he 
ſerves our moſt firm aſſent in whatever appears to ie bt _— = 
any thing then be more apparent than his reſolution ys ** an 
the rational evidence of Chriths being the Son of God xe * into 
nifeſted to us not by the Infallible teſtimony of an 4 x 2 ma- 
the Infallible ſigns of it which were — to, Abend 3 
conſequent to his appearance in the world. f here = bath and 
according to Plato, truth can only be le pow of fore ( faith he) 
ther front God, or thoſe who are come from him 8 
we may juſily boaſt that we learn the truth from Z 845 1 ra, i meg 
the Son of God, taking the Teſtimonies ont of thoſe **» duds Exp ms 
Sacred Oracles, which were firi# Propheſjed and then 3 T6 exdmus A large, 
fully declared, viz. by accompliſhment. The main nn the 2 
ground of Faith then, is ſuch as the wiſeſt Phi- as dv jp ebnen, 44 f b 
hoſop here did admit of, viz. that whatſoever - God Ts des acyl. Nrlev wi 15 - 
ſaid is true, and none can deliver truth but ſuch Pe Frere NN 15 onganiony]er, p. 
as come from him, on which account there is 
nothing lefr, but evidence that he in whom we believe was th 
God, which is abundantly manifeſted by the accompliſhment 22 of 
phecies in him which were made ſo long — After | 0 —_ 
diſputes againſt the ſame ſort of Hereticks which 8 OY ich he 
on the ſame principles, viz. that whatever God or Chriſt tho My 1 uhlp 6:8: 61 | 
# to know or believe, is conſigned t e "ms Lara ang for 78. G. 
2 5 and 23 cites that out of Peters 3 (a = => 
en extant under that na Nv Ay 500 ; . : 
written word, where was the vere) Wha 8 _ —_ the 
of the Book diſcovers the weakneſs of Philoſophy, becauſ It nf was 
meer Men ;, but Men, as Men, are no ſulſicient teac. n 
+ when they ſpeak, concerning God. For (faith he) % :, : 
an cannot eak etroxgios things becoming God an iy ſv@- NSeorania al 
for being weak and mortal he cannot ſpeak 3 v6 Myoles drvgery, xa dy- 
he owoht of 4 bei n!: . | peak 4s mv. p. 697. 
thit 5 4 8 k of bi 2 - _— 
| rk of him who made it; beſides he | 
„ how much 55 2 be 44 be Areas — n 75 
as Man wants 0 ivine 
42 of God, when be enges 6 4 "br tuft ad ns 
= ſpeech is naturally weak and unable to expreſs A 58 gde 5 died 
* not only as to his eſſence, but as to his power », 2% A 6 ere ny, 
35 Ka. 5. thence he concludes a neceſſity that God aa tate 
go” TY muſt diſcover himſelf to Men, which revelation he proves 
ly extapt among Chriſtians, 15 = of the many Divine Je- 
bay ſtimonies 
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ſtimonies that Chriſt was the Son of God, becauſe the Enowledge thy 
came by him was fo remarkgb diſperſed abroad in the wk, and 
did prevail, notwithſtanding all oppoſition and perſecution. For ( (aith 
he) the Greek, Philoſophy if any ordinary Magiſtrate forbid it did pre. 
ſently ſink; but our doctrine hath been forbid from its firſt publiſhing, 

the Kings and Potentates of the earth, who have uſed their utmoli 
induſtry to deitroy both us and that together, but fill it flouriſhe 


ow 247313 4 and the more for its being perſecuted, for it 
nN ale us 0 | | 


222 % dies not like a humane doctrine, nor periſbeth |; 
22 © a weak gift. Thus we ſee that he infiſts on * 
689. > onal evidence as the great and ſufficient teſtim 


| into which our Faith i reſolved as to the bei 
of a Divine Revelation. In his next Book he anſwers ſome objed- 
ons of the Heathens againſt believing Chriſtianity, of which the chiefeſt 
was, the diſſention among the Chriftians, wherein (if ever) he had 
an opportunity to declare what the certain rule of Faith is, and what 
wer God hath left his Church for determining matters to be believed 

y us. But for want of underſtanding this meceſſary foundation 
Faith, viz. the Churches Infallibility, he is fain to anſwer this objeQti- 


P.753,8c.0n juſt as a Prote tant would do. 1. If this were an argument againi} 


*AmbelZews No tous & vey uy ov» 
xc]uBoive eis Tds Cnious, » . 44 
i dsr wiv e Sagas knowledge. is preſerved in truth alone, and the anci 


truth, the objeFors had none themſelves, for both Jews and Greeks had 
hereſies among them. 2. The very coming of hereſies was an argument 
of the truth of Scripture, becauſe that had expreſiy foretold them. 3. This 
argument doth not hold any where elſe, therefore it ſhould not in reaſon 
here, viz. where there is any diſſent there can be no certainty; for though 
Phyſicians differ much from one another, yet Patients are not thereby if 
couraged from ſeeking to them for cure. 4. This ſhould only make Mex 
tiſe more care and diligence in the ſearch and enquiry after truth; for 
they will find abundant recompence for their ſearch in the pleaſure of find- 
ing truth. Would any one ſay, becauſe two. apples are offered to him, the 
one a real fruit, the other made of wax, that therefore he will meddle 
with neither; but rather that he ought to uſe more care to diſtinguiſh 
the one from the other? If there be but one highway and many by paths 
which lead to precipices, rivers, or the Sea, Will he not go in the highway 
becauſe there are ſuch falſe ones? but rather go in it with the more care, 
and get the exacteſt knowledge of it he can. Doth a Gardener caſt of 
the care of his Garden becauſe weeds grow up with his herbs 2 or rather, 
doth he not uſe the more diligence to diſtinguiſh one from the other? 
So ought we to do in diſcerning truth. 5. That all thoſe who ſeriouſly 
enquire after truth may receive ſatisfaFion. For either Mans mind i 
capable of evidence, or it js not; if not, it is to no purpoſe to trow 
ble our ſelves with any thing of knowledge at all; if it be, then we 
muſt deſcend to particular queſtions, by which we m 

demonſtratively learn from the Scriptures how 1 

hereſies fell off from them; and that the moſt exaũ 


Yew Greens. Sms „s d. ent Church. If then Hereſjes muſt be demonſtra- 
mopdanioay of algiois, &. p. tively confuted out of Scriptures, what then doth 


755. 


he make to be the rule to judge of Controverſies, 

but only hem ? For what he ſpeaks of the ancient 

Church, he ſpeaks of it as in conjunction with truth. and in op- 
poſition to thoſe wovel Hereſfes of the Baſilidians and V. . 
| | 9 


; 
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Cy ay. IX. in this Controverſie. 267 
For, that he doth not at all appeal to the jadgement of any Church much 
leſs the preſent, as having any iufalibility whereon Men ought to 
rely in matters of Faith, appears likewiſe by his following words. 
But thoſe ( faith he) who are willing to imploy them- 
ſelves in the woll excellent things, will never give A © Tov dme, Uni Tis an 
over the ſearch of truth, till they have received 4 was Wr duesfenfſas cure bs 
demon tration of it from the Scriptures themſelves, bo * 9 er 3 
Here we ſee, the laſt reſolution of aſſent, is into jy, rg Ru 
the Scriptures themſelves, without any the leaſt 
mention or intimation of any Infal/ibility in the Church, either to 
deliver, or interpret thoſe Scriptures to us: And after, gives the 
true account of Hereſies, viz. Mens not adbering io the Scriptures. For 
( faith he) they muiF neceſſarily be deceived in the | 
greateſt things who undertake them, unleſs they bold T e ardyzn iN mis wa- 
fa the Rule of Truth, which they received from ie i xeter las megyuan, ir wi 
ruth it ſelf. And in this following diſcourſe LACY This dandeces may” dung 
he goes as high as any Proteſtants whatever (even p. 7 I eats, Id. 
ſuch who ſuppoſe the Scripture to be principium © 88 
indemonſtrabile, by any thing but it ſelf) for he makes the Doctrine 
delivered by Chriſt, to be the Principle of our Faith, aud we make uſe 
of it (faith he) to be our mti to find out other things by.. But, 
whatever is judged, is not believed till it be judged, 
"_—_ that can be no Principle which ſtands in T2 p, N mir br Agen rely 
need of being judged,, TJuſily therefore when we gina, der id" dei nf kei ce 
have 95 Faith 8 ay Nr Princi- 2 pt - may ou wg 

„ and from t inciple it ſelf uſed demonſtra- Wies a ee Thy Af E afes 
2 K it ſelf, we oe by the — 0 N * 3 —_ 
our Lord inſiructed in the knowledge of Truth. dg kel. vas Helges. , nil 
Nothing can be more plain in what he faith, %% en vd. danbeies. Strom. 7. 
than that, if there were a higher */-T{g than p.757. 
Scripture, ( as there muſt be, if we are to receive 
it on the account of the Churches Infallible Teitimony ) the Scripture 
could not be called the Principle of our Faith, but when we receive 
the Scripture, the evidence we have that it is our Principle muſt be 
fetched from it ſelf and therefore he does here in terms (as expreſs 
as may be) reſolve the belief of Scripture into internal arguments, and makes 
it as much a Principle ſuppoſed as ever his Lordſhip doth. And imme- 
diately after, when he propoſeth that very Queſtion, How this ſhould be 
proved to others, We expect not (ſaith he) any proof , . 2 alles an 
from Men, but we prove the thing ſought for by the who 2 7700 3 N. oF 
Word of God, which is more worthy belief than any de- 3 = ertnew 8 TS 5 
monſtration, or rather which is the only demonſtration, detto izgyvories, winner , 5 
25 knowledge of which, thoſe who bave taſted of the wivn amides fon ſnare nel hy 
cripture alone become believers. Can any one who i ei wo anvytuonuwe rey 
reads theſe words ever. imagine, that this Man ſpeaks 7 7, rice. Ibid. 
like one, that ſaid, That the Scriptures of themſelves appear no more to be 
God's Word, than diſtinction of colours to a blind Man ? How much beyond 
the Valentinians and Baſilidians would Clemens have accounted ſo great 
2 madneſs £ who ſo plainly aſſerts the Scriptures to be proved by them- 
ſelves, and that not caſually, or in the heat of argument; But leſt we ſhould 
aot throughly apprehend his meaning repeats it again in the ſame page, 
4% du.. oi duriy wy Yz redes Smdenrurres, perfetly demonſtrating the 

Mm a2 Scriptures 
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Scriptures by themſelves. And are not all theſe Teſtimonies of ſuch Perſong 
ſo near the Apoſtolical times, ſufficient to acquaint us what the ground, of 
the Reſolution of Faith were in the Chriſtian Church 2 Whenall of them do 
ſo unanimouſly fix on the Scripture, and not ſo much as mention the Ifalj;. 
ble Teitimonies of any Church, much leſs the Roman. Much more might be 
cited out of this excellent Author to the ſame purpoſe, particularly where he 
refutes the Valentinians, who deſerted the Scriptures, and pleaded Tragj. 
tion But the Teſtimonies already produced are ſo plain, that it will be 
to no purpoſe to produce any more. 

It were eaſie to continue an account of the ſame grounds of Faith, 


through the ſucceeding Writers of the Chriſtian Church, who have deſigned. 


Origines 
ſacræ. |. 2. 


ly writ on that Subject, in vindication of Chriitan Religion, which they 
unanimouſly prove to be Divine, chiefly by theſe Arguments; from the un- 
doubted Miracles which were wrought by Chriſt, and his Apoſtles, from the 
exat fulfilling of Prophecies, and the admirable Propagation of the Chriſtian 
Doctrine; all which are particularly inſiſted on by Origen againſt Celſas ;by 
Tertullian, in his Apologetick, adverſus Scapulam, and elſewhere ; by Minutins 
Felix, Arnobius, and LaFantins ; not to mention Exſebius in his Books of 


preparation and demonſtration Evangelical; Cyrils Anſwer to Julian and others, 


(But, having elſewhere more fully and largely conſidered that ſubject, I ra- 


c. 7,8, , ther chuſe to refer the Reader to what hath been there handled already, than 


10. 


to tire his patience with either repeating the ſame, or adding more Teſtimo- 
nies to the ſame purpoſe.) Only that which is moſt pertinent to our pre- 
ſent purpoſe, I ſhall here add, Whether it is credible that thoſe per- 
ſons who fully underſtood the Doctrine of Chriſtianity, who were themſelves 
rational and inquiſitive Men, and writ for the ſatisfaction not only of ſubtle 
adverſaries, but of doubting and ſtaggering Chriſtians, (hould ſo unanimouſly 
agree in inſiſting on the evidence of matter of fact, for the truth of the thing 
delivered in Scriptare, and the fore-mentioned Arguments for the Divinity 
of the Doctrine therein delivered, had it not been the judgment of the 
Church they lived in, that the reſolution of Faith was into thoſe grounds on 


which they inſiſted? And is it again credible, that any of them ſhould be- 


lieve the Teitimony of the Church to be neceſſary as infalible, in order to a 
Divine Faith, and that without it, the Scriptures could not be believed as 
Divine, and yet in all their diſputes with the Gentiles concerning the Do- 
Frine of Chriſtianity, and with ſeveral Hereticks (as the Marcionifts, Gc.) 
concerning the Books of Scripture, upon no occaſion ſhould mention this 
grand Palladium of Faith, viz. the Infallibility of the preſent Church 4 And 
laſtly, Is it credible, that when in our modern e 26 Men do evident- 
ly maintain faction and intereſt, more than the common Principles of Chriſtia- 
2ity (that he muſt be blinder than one that can ſee no diftinFion of colours, that 
doth notdiſcern on what account this Infallibility is now pretended.) Is it, 
I ſay, credible, that a Doctrine pretended ſo neceſſary for our believing 
Scriptures with Divine Faith, ſhould be ſo concealed ; when it ought, for 
the honour and intereſt of Chriſtianity, to have been moſt divulged? Which 
now only in theſe laſt and worſt times is challenged by an »ſurping party 
in the Church as left by Chriſt himſelf (when no other evidence can be gi- 
ven of it, but what was common to all ages of the Church) as belonging 
to ſuch a party under the pretence of the Catholick Church, which doth ſo 
apparently uſe it only to uphold. her pretended Authority, and ſo makes it 
ſerve to the worſt ends, and the moſt unworthy deſigns. | 

Having thus far conſidered what the judgment of thoſe Fathers was 


concerning the reſolution of Faith, who lived neareſt the 3 2 j 
| ou 
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I ſhould now come to conſider what you can produce out of Artiquitity, for 


your Churches Infallibility, or more generally, for any infallible Te mon) 


{ſuppoſed in the Catholic Church (whatever that be) in order to a Foundation 
for Divine Faith : But you very prudently avoid the Teſtimonies of Anti- 
quity in ſo neceſſary a ſubje@ as this is; for, thoſe Teſtimonies mentioned in 


the foregoing Chapter, in explication of Matth. 28. 20. taking them, as 


ou have in ſo looſe and careleſs a manner produced them, make nothing at 


all for the Churches Infallible Teftimony ; but only aſſert that which is not de- 


nied, that there ſhall always be a Chriſtian Church in the world. Our only re- 
maining task then, as to this, is, to examine in what way you ſeek to ener- 
vate the Teſtimonies produced by his Lordſhip out of Antiquity, which you 


do in the latter part of Chap. 8. His Lordſhip had truly ſaid, That this me- P. 0. fa. 


thod and manner of proving the Scripture to be the Word of God, which he uſeth, 
x the ſame which the ancient Church ever held, namely Tradition, or Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Authority firſt, and then all other argumente, but eſpecially internal from the 
Scripture it ſelf. For which he cites, firſt, The Church in S. Auguſtine's 


time. He was no enemy to Church-Tradition (faith his Lordſhip) yet when he 


would prove that the Author of the Scripture ( and ſo of the whole knowledge o 

Divinity, as it is ſupernatural) is God in Chriſt, he takes this as the all-ſuff- 
tient way, and gives four proofs all internal to the Scripture. 1. the Miracles; 
2. That there is nothing carnal in the Doctrine. 3. That there hath been 
ſuch performance of it. 4. That by ſuch a Dottrine of Humility, the whole 
world almoſt hath been converted. And whereas ad muniendam fidem, for 
the defending of the Faith, and keeping it entire, there are two things requiſite, 


Scripture and (burch-Tradition; Vincent. Lirinenſ. places authority of 


Scriptures firſt, and then Tradition. And ſince it is apparent, that Tradition 
is firſt in order of time, it muſt — follow, that Scripture is firſt in order 
of nature, that is the 1 upon which Faith reſts and reſolves it ſelf. To this 
(after you have needleſly explained his Lordſhips opinion in this Contro- 
verſie ) you begin to anſwer thus; He cites firſt Vincentius Lirinenſis, 
l, 1.c. 1. who makes our Faith to be confirmed both by Scripture and Tradition 
of the Catholick Church, But, Are not you like to be truſted in citing Fa- 
thers who doubly falſifie a Teſtimony of your adverſaries, when you 


may be ſo eaſily diſproved? For 1. You tell us, he cites that firſt, which 


he produceth lat. 2. You cite that as produced by him for the Foundati. 
on of Faith, which he expreſly cites for the preſervation of the Doctrine 
of Faith; ſo he tells you ad muniendam fidem, Cc. Can any thing be 
more plain and obvious to any one who looks into that diſcourſe of Vicen- 
tive, than that he makes it not his buſineſs to give an account of the gene- 
ral Foundations of Faith as to the Scriptures being Gods Word, but of the 
particular Do@rines of Faith, in oppoſition to the Hereffes which ariſe in 
the Church. So that all that he ſpeaks concerning Scripture, is not about 
the authority, but the ſenſe and interpretation of it. If therefore I ſhould 
grant you, that he ſpeaks of Chriſtian and Divine Faith, What is this to 


your purpoſe, unleſs you could prove that he ſpeaks of that Divine Faith, 


whereby we believe the Scripture to be the Word of God. But yet your 
argument is very good to prove, that he ſpeaks not of any humane fallible per- 


ſwaſion, but true Chriſtian Divine Faith; for he oppoſes it to Hereſie, and calls 


it ſound Faith, and his Faith. It ſeems then, whatever Faith is ſound for 
the matter of it, is preſently Chriſtian, Divine and Infalliblez and ſo, 
whoſoever believes any thing which is materially true, in oppoſition to 


hath 


Hereſies, needs never fear as long as he doth ſo, for according to you he 
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bath Chriftian and Infallible Faith, but what if the Devils Faith be ay 
ſound as any Catholick's, Muſt it therefore be Divine Faith? No ( it may be 

you will anſwer) becauſe be wants the formal object of Faith; and doth not be- 

lieve on the account of your Churches Infallibilityz I verily believe you ; for 

he knows the j»glings of it too much to believe it i»falible. But, take 
Vincentizs in what ſenſe you pleaſe, that is evident in him which his 
Lordſhip produced him for, that, for the preſerving Faith entire, he places 
authority of Scripture firſt, and then Tradition (unleſs you will ſerve his 
Teſtimony, as you do his Lord ſhips, becauſe it makes for your purpoſe, 

ſay, He mentions Tradition firſt, and then Scripture  ) but, ſay you, Hy 

ſays Tradition doth as truly confirm Divine Faith, as Scripture, though Serj. 

pinre doth it in a higher manner. If you did but conſider, either what kind 

of Tradition, or what kind of Faith Vincentivs inſiſts on, you could not 
poſlibly think his words any thing to your purpoſe. . For he ſpeaks not 

of any Tradition Infallibly atte ted to us, without which you pretend there 

can be no Divine Faith, but of ſuch an Univerſal Tradition which depends 
wholly upon Antiquity, Univerſality, and Conſent, and never ſo much ag 
mentions, much leſs pretends to any thing of I»fal/ibility-: So that if you 

grint ſuch a kind of Tradition, doth as truly confirm Faith as the Scri- 

pture, then you muſt grant no neceſſity of an Iafallible Teſtimony to aſſure 

us of that Tradition, for Vincentius (peaks of ſuch a kind of Tradition, as 

hath no connexion with [»fallibility. For if Vincentius had ever in the 

leaſt thought of any ſuch thing, ſo great and zealous an oppoſer of Hereſes 
would not have left out that which had been more to his purpoſe, than 

all that he had ſaid. For wiſe Men, who have thronghly conſidered of 
Vincentins his way, though in general they cannot but approve of it ſo 

far as to think it highly improbable, that there ſhould be A4»1iquity, Uni- 
verſality, and Conſent again(t the true and genuine ſenſe of Scripture, yet 

when they conſider this way of Vincentius, with all thoſe cautions, reſtri- 

ions: and limitations ſet down by him (I. f. c. 39.) they are apt to think, 

that he hath put Men to a wild-gooſe-chaſe to find out any thing according 

to his Rules; and that S. Auguſtine ſpake a great deal more to the purpoſe, 

i | when he ſpake concerning all the Writers of the 
88 1 e. Church ; That although they had never ſo much learning 
rum putem, 151 pf ita ſenſerunt, ſed quia amc ſanGity, be did not think it true, becauſe they 
mill, vel por ie 2 — wal thought ſo, but becauſe they perſwaded him to believe it 
„„ y pb ye 19. true, either from the Authority of Scripture, or ſome pro- 
bable Reaſon. If therefore S. Auſtin's Authority be 

not ſunk ſo low as that of the Monk of Lerins, we have very little reaſon 

to think that Tradition can as truly confirm Faith to us as the Scriptures, 
ſuppoſing that to have been the meaning of Vincentizs. Which yet is not 
reaſonable to imagine, ſince Vincentius himſelf grants, that in caſe of in- 

Lib. 1. e. veterate Hereſie or Schiſm, either the ſole Authority of Scripture is to be uſed, 
39. or at moſt the determinations of General Councils; nay, and in all caſes 
doth ſuppoſe, that the Canon of Scripture ir perfe@, 

Dum fit perfect Scripterarum Canon, and 3s abundantly ſufficient of it ſelf for all things. 


SAN. ˙ -** you yet therefore ſuppoſe, that Vincentias did 


think that Tradition did as truly confirm our Faith # 


the Scripture ? Which is your aſſertion, and the only thing whereby you 
pretend that the Biſhop hath miſconſtrued Vincentius; but whether be more 
guilty of it, I leave to impartial judgement. | 

* 9% The next Teſtimony you conſider, is, that of Henricus & Gandavo. For 
his Lordſhip had ſaid, That the School had confeſſed, this was the way ever. FO! 


which 


TEC BESR gs es eg. . ten ras, 


- 


in this Controverſie. 

jch he cites the Teſtimony of that Schoolmar, That „ „ 4 - 1 
155 with thew that are without;Chrift enters by the woman Ct , lee foi fant avat 
i e. the Church, and they believe by that fame which ſbe x 2 iſtam famgm, ec. Hen. I 
gives (alluding to the ſtory of the woman of Samaria.) Rr 
But when. they come to hear Chriſt himſelf, they believe His words before the 
words of the woman: For when they have onre found \ . - | 
Chriſt, they do-more believe his words in Scripture, than 5 — * 8 on} 
they do the Church, which teſtifies of him; becauſe then ilam jam edit. Egcleſie. Et, ft it/a 
propter illam, for the Scripture they believe the Church. P#m, cmtraria Scripture diceret, 1 
And if the Church ſhould ſpeak contrary to the Scripture, . ants Hawn! 
they would not believe it. Thus (faith his Lordſhip) the School tanght then 
No, that did it not (lay you. ) But let us ſee, how. rarely you prove it.: 
For (you ſay) be ſpeaks all this of a ſupernataral and Divine Faith to be gi- 
ven, both to the Scriptures, and the C urch. Gandauenſis certainly is much 
obliged to you, who venture to {peak ſuch great Abſurdities.tor his ſake ; 
for if he be underſtood in both places of Divine and Infallible Faith, theſe 
rare conſequences follow. 1. That the firſt beginning of Faith is equal to. 
the higheſt degree of it; for when he ſpeaks of the Church, he ſpeaks of 
Cbriſts entring by that, which can be meant of nothing elſe but the firſt ſtep 
10 Faith, as is plain in the parallel caſe of the Woman of Samaria; but if 


* 
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chis were Divine and Infallible, it muſt be equal to the higheſt degree, for 


that I ſuppoſe can be but Divine and Infallible, unleſs you can find out degrees 
in Ivf al/ibility. By this Rule, you make him that is but over the threſhold 
as much in the houſe, as he that is ſate down to the Table; a plant at its firſt 
peeping out of the earth, to be as tall as at its full growth; and the Samari- 
tans as firmly to believe in Chriſt at the firſt mention of him by the Woman, as 


when they ſaw and heard him. 2. By this you make an Infallible Faith to 


be built on a Fallible Teſtimony ; for to what purpoſe elſe was the Similitude 


of the Woman of Samar ia inſiſted on, but to parallel the Teſtimony of the 
Church with that of the Woman, and conſequently the Faith built on the 
Churches Teſtimony to be like that which the Samaritans had of Chriſt upon 
the Womans Teſtimony 3 and if you believe that Faith Infallible, you muſt 
aſſert, an Infallible Faith to be built on a fallible Teſtimony, and yet to be 
43 infallible, as that which is built on an Inſallible Teſtimony. And then, I 


* 


pray, tell me, To what end would you make your Churches Teitimony In- 


fallible, if Faith may be infallible without it? 


But, it may be, though theſe ſeem hard things, yet you prove them in- f 10. 
vincibly: No doubt of it; for, you ſay, That Chriſt enters by that Faith, 
but Chriſt cannot enter into a ſoul by a meer humane fallible perſwaſion, but by Di- 
vine Faith only. Nay, when he ſays, That he more believes the Scripture, than 
the Churches Teſtimony, he ſaith, That he believes the Church But how cam he 
believe without Faith? O the irreſiſtible force of demonſtrations! But 
what filly people are we, that thought a Man might enter into a houſe by. 
the door, tho' he met not with his hearty entertainment till afterwards? 
But, Do you really think, that Chriſt never enters into a ſoul, but by Di- 
vine and Infallible Faith? For Chriſt enters by that which gives him his ff 
admiſſion, but his full reception muſt be by a higher degree of Faith. Do 
you think Men believe as much at fr/ as evet after? If not, May not Chriſt 
be (aid to enter by that lower degree of Faith? I pray, What think you of 
the caſe in hand, Did not the belief of Chriſt enter by the Woman of Sqma- 
ria ? and was that, as Divine a Faith, as what they had afterwards? Nay, 
take Chriſts entring ( as improperly as you can imagine it) for his hearty re- 
ception in the foul; Can that be no other ways but by an 1 g 
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ſelves « my charity to ſome deluded ſouls in your Church (as well 


under that; becauſe, for the ſake of the Chxrches Teſtimony, we are to be- 


A Faith ſuppoſed to be built on — grounds, I grant z but whether all 
who do truly believe in Chriſt, do build their Faith on grounds in them. 


as honeſt, but ignorant perſons elſewhere) gives me juſt reaſon to queſtion, 
But ſtill there is a greater ſubtilty behind, which is, if he believes the 
Scripture more than the Church, then he muſt believe the Chureh equally 
with the Scripture ; for that muſt be the meaning of what you 'fay, when 
he ſays, He believes the Scripture more than the Churchy he believes the Churth 
but bs can he believe without Faith 2 Ergo, this maſt be Divine Faith, or 
elſe all the reſt comes to nothing. 80 that if I fay, 7 believe the Scripture 
more than you, it follows, that I believe you as much as the Scripture, by the 
very ſame conſequence. But you have gotten ſuch a knack of contra. 
dicting your ſelf, that poor Gandavo cannot fall into your hands, but you 
muſt make him do ſo too. When you ſay, 4 Mas cannot believe without 
Faith, I dare juſtifie it to be one of the greateſt truths in your Book; but, 
if your meaning be, A Man cannot believe without Divine Faith, I hope we 
Proteſtants ſufficiently confute that; for you dare not deny that we believe 
at all, but (juſt as the Devils do) we muſt (according to you) believe and 
tremble, becauſe our Faith is not Divize and Infallible. But (till your ſubs 
tilty works with you, for becauſe 8 ſaith, That we muſt yield am 
firſt Faith to the Scripture, but ſecundam ſub iſta, 2 ſecondary Faith to the defi- 
nitlont and cuſtoms of the Catholick Church : You cry ont, Here's prima & ſe- 
cunda fides; but yet both of them are properly and truly Faith. But, Are 
both of them properly and truly Divine Faith? if ſo, How comes the di- 
ſtinction of the frſ# and ſecond, one ſubordinate to the other, if both be 
equally Divine and Iufallible? Nay, according to your Principles, the Faith 
given to the Church muſt be the firſt Faith, and to the Scriptures the ſecond 


lieve the Scriptures, And, Do you really think, there may be no diſcove- 
ry of Infidelity in rejecting a ſufficient Teſtimony for Faith, where there is 
not an Iufallible Teſtimony 2 But, whatever you think, your great enemy, 
Reaſon, tells us the contrary ; and therefore what follows of believing the 
Church, ſab pen4 perfidie, is to no more purpoſe than what went before. 
The ſtrength therefore of all that you ſay as to this Teſtimony of Ganda. 
venſis, lies in the proof of this one thing; That no Mar can believe any - 
thing without an Infallible Faith; yet I verily believe that you have miſerably 
perverted the. Schoolexs words, and think no more Infalible Teſtimony te- 
quiſite for it, than your own words. 

But, it may be, though yo do ſo ill by the Schoolmen, you may uſe the 
Fathers more civily. Three things therefore you have to anſwer to thoſe 
Teſtimonies of the Futhers, which ſeem moſt to make uſe of internal Ar- 
guments. 1. That they uſe them not to ſuch as had no Divine Faith, but to ſuch 
as-had. 2. That they do not uſe them as Primary, Infallible and Divine proofr, 
but as ſecondary argumente, perſuaſive only to ſuch as believed Scripture to be 
Gods Word antecedently to them. 3. That they do not uſe only ſuch proofs as are 
wholly internal to the Scripture it ſelf. As to the two firſt conditions, you ſay tis 
evident, theſe 2 were made by Chriftians, namely the Holy Fathers; and 
commonly to Chriſtians, who lived in their times. . And as clear is it, that they 
never pronounced them to be the Primary, Infallible and Divine Motives of 
their belief in that point, nor uſed they them as ſuch. How falſe and abſurd 
thoſe Anſwers are, may appear by our precedent diſcourſe, wherein wc 
manifeſted, that the chriſtian: inſiſted on thoſe arguments there mentioned 
not for themſelves and other Chriſtians, but chiefly to convince and 9 


* 1 


rr e ET IT TT 


od 


Cn av. IX. in ths Controverfie.” 275 


by them the Gentile world to the belief of Chriſtianity. And, Did they ſup- 
woe theſe Heathens to have a Divine Faith already? Or, did they look on 
ſuch arguments as only ſecondary motives, when theſe were the chief, nay 
only arguments which they uſed to perſwade them; if they, had other that 
were Primary, Divine, and Infallible, and only made uſe of ſecondary, hu- 
wane, probable motives, they were guilty of the higheſt betraying the Chriſti- 
an Cauſe imaginable. And you make them only to defend Chriſtianity, as 
Vaninu did Divine Providence with ſuch filly and weak arguments, that by 
their overthrow, the belief of it might fall with them. Indeed, if they 
had pretended the Ifallible Teſtimony of the Church, there might have been 
zuſt reaſon for ſuch a Suſpicion, and any wiſe Men would — thought 
their deſign had been to make their Religion contemptible, and expoſe it 
to the deriſion of Atheiſts, inſtead of better eſtabliſhing the Foundations of 
believing it. But thoſe wiſe and holy Men knew better the 7ztereſt of Chri- 
ſfianity, than to offer to defend it by Principles in themſelves falſe, and 
much more liable to queſtion than that was which they were to prove by 
them: and therefore made choice of arguments in themſelves ſtrong and 
evident, and built on Principles, common to themſelves, and thoſe whom they 
diſputed again t, i. e. they urged them with the greateſt ſtrength of Reaſor, 
and the cleareſt evidence of Divine Revelation, and never queſtioned but 
that a Faith built on thoſe grounds, if effectual for a holy Life, was a true 
and Divine Faith. It ſeems then, your cauſe cannot be maintained, with- 
out the moſt ſharp and virulent reflections on thoſe Primitive Gbriitians, 
who among all thoſe arguments whereby they ſo ſucceſsfully prevailed 
over the Gentile world, never did ſo much as vouchſafe to mention the leaſt 
tence to Infallibility ; for which they are now accuſed of uſing only the 
nter weapons of humane and fallible motives, and not thoſe Primary and 
Divine Motives of Infallibility. But this is not the firſt time we have ſeen, 


what deſperate ſhifts a bad cauſe puts Men upon. 


It may be yet, your ſtrength may lye in your lat condition, viz. That 
theſe arguments uſed by them, were not internal. For, 1. You ſay, That of 
Miracles is external; the Scriptures themſelves work none, neither were ever 
any Miracles wrought to confirm, that all the Books now in the Canon (and 
no more) are the Word of God. I anſwer, 1. I have already told you of 
a double reſolution of Faith, the one as to the Divinity of the Doctrine, 
the other as to the Veracity of the Books which contain it: when therefore 
Miracles are infiſted on, it is not in order to the /atter of theſe which we 
have ſufficient aſſurance of without them, as I have already largely 
proved, both as to the Truth and Integrity of the Canon of Scripture ; but 
Miracles, we ſay, are the arguments to prove the Divinity of the Doctrine 
by, becauſe they atteſt the Divine Revelation of the perſons, who deliver 
this Doctrine to the world. 2. As to , who receive the report of thoſe 
Miracles, as conveyed to us by the Scripture, thoſe may be ſaid to be in- 
ternal arguments to the Scripture, which are there recorded in order to 
our believing the Doctrine therein contained to be Divine. The Motives 
of Faith being delivered to us now joyntly with the Doctrine, although 
on different grounds, we believe the Veracity of the Books of Scripture, and 
the Infalibility of the Doctrine contained in it. We believe that the Mira- 
cles were truly done, becauſe they are delivered to us by an unqueſtionable 
Tradition, in ſuch Authertick Writings as the Scriptures are; but we be- 
lieve the Doctrine contained in the Books to be Divine, becauſe atteſted 
by ſuch Miracles, and we believe the Books of Scripture to be divinely in- 


Hired, becauſe ſuch perſons cannot be 9 to fal/ifie to the world who 
n 


wrought 
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wrought ſuch great Miracles, 2. You ſay, The converſion of ſo many People 
and Nations by the Doctrine contained in Scripture, in alſo external to th; 
Scripture. But till you ſuppoſe that theſe arguments are brought 10 
prove theſe Books to be divinely inſpired, which is denied; we ſay only 
That the admirable propegation of the Doctrine of the Goſpel, is a great ar. 
gument that it 1 God. And war pps hr r you ſay, 
That ng all thoſe arguments mentioned by the Diſhop ont of S. Auguſti 

to be Joppofing to the Scripture, f ns they cannot ifallibly — divineh — 
that Scripture is the Word of God. If by Scripture, you mean the Writing, 
we pretend not to it; if by Scripture, you mean the Doctrine of it, we 
aſſert it, and think it no argument at all againſt that, which you add, 7h 
perſwade they may, but convince they cannot ; no doubt if they pir/wade, 
they do much more than convince z But, 1 ſuppoſe, your meaning is, they 
do it not effectualhy; if ſo, that is not the fault of the arguments, but of 
the perſon, who by his obſtinacy, will not hearken to the cleareſt evidence 
of Reaſon. All that this can prove, is a neceſſity of Divine Grace to go 
along with external evidence, which you dare not aſſert, for fear of run- 
ning into that private Spirit, which you objected to his Lordſhip on the 
ſame account. But it is very pretty which follows: You ſay, Suppoſing 
that all thoſe arguments mentioned, of Miracles, nothing carnal in the Do&ring, 
performance of it, and converſion of the world by it, were all of them internal 


10 Scripture, yet they could not prove infallibly the Scripture to be the Word of 


that Chapter ? If this be arguing for your Churches Ivfalibitiyy, much good 


God; and to prove this, you tell us, concerning the third and fourth, Hop 
can it ever be proved, that either the performance of this DoFrine, or the con- 
verſon of nations js internal to Scripture ; But, Did you not ſuppoſe them 
before to be internal to Scripture? and though they were fo, yet could not 
prove the Scripture, &c ? and to prove that, you ſay they cannot be pro- 
ved internal to Scripture. Which is juſt as if I ſhould fay if you were Pope 
you would not be Infallille; and all the evidence I ſhould give for it, 
ſhould be only to prove that you were not Pope. N | 
You conclude this Chapter with a Wonder (I mean not any thing of Re 
ſon which would really beſo) But, ſay you, who can ſufficiently wonder, 
that his Lordſhip, for theſe four Motives, ſhould ſo eafily make the Scripture give 
Divine Teſtimony to it ſelf, upon which our Faith muſt reſt, and yet deny the 
fame poiviledge tothe Church ? Seeing it cannot be denied, but that every one of 
theſe Motives are much more immediately and clearly applied to the Church, than 
to the Seripture. What? more immediately and clearly; and fo clearly, 
that it cannot be denied > Prove but any one of them as to that Church, 
whoſe Infallibility is in queſtion, iz. the preſent Rowan-Charch, and 1 
will yield you the reſt. Produce but any one wwndexbred Miracle, to con- 
firm the Infalibility of your Church, or the Paftors of it, ſhew your DoGrine 
( wherein it differs from ours) not to be carnal, manifeſt the performance 
of the Chriitian Doctrine, only in the wembers of your Church, prove that 
it is your Church, as ſuch, which hath preached this Doctrine, and conver- 
ted whole nations to the belief of # (in any other way than the Spaniard: 


did the poor Indians) and we may begin to hearken with ſomewhat 


more patience to your arrogant and unreaſonable pretence of Infalibility. 
Can any one then who hath any grain of reaſon left him, think that from 


theſe arguments, while his Lordſbip diſputes moſt eagerly againſt the preſent 


Churches Infalltbility, be argues 


it, as you very wiſely conclude 


may ſuch arguments do you, a 


1 
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js, to examine your next Chapter, which puts us in hopes of ſeeing an End 
of this tedious Controverſie : But this containing very little new in it (and 
therefore deſerves not to be handled apart) will on that account admit of 
a quicker diſpatch. In which the firſt Section begins with S. Auſtin's Te- 

imony, which ſhould have been conſidered before, and now it comes out 
with the ſame Anſwer attending it, which was given ſo lately concerning 


primary and infallible, and ſecondary and probable Motives of Faith, the vanity 


And ſo I come to the laſt part of my task as to this Controverſie, which s. 11. 


of which is ſufficiently diſcovered. W hereas in your Margent you bring p. ri; 
an example of ſuch a probable Motive, viz. when S. Auſtin ſaith to Fauſtus. . 
That as conſtant Tradition was ſufficient for him to believe that that Epiſtle was ftum. l. 28, 
Manichzus his, which went under bis name; ſo the ſame Tradition was ſufficient © 2. 


to him to prove the Goſpel was 8. Matthew's, which was ſo univerſally received 


for his, ever ſince the writing of it. I am ſo far from thinking this a meer pro- 


bable Motive, that it is the higheſt evidence the matter is capable of, and ſo 
8. Auſtin thought. Your paralleling the ſaying of Waldenſis ( That if the 
Church ſhould ſpeak any thing contrary to Scripture, he would not believe her) 
with another which you pretend to be S. Auſtin's; If the Scripture ſhould 
ſprak any thing contrary to the Church, we could not believe that neither; and 
then ſaying that both proceed on an impoſſible ſuppoſition, mult imply, that it 
is an equal impoſſibility for the Church to deliver any thing contrary to the 
Doctrine of Scripture, as for the Scripture to contradict it (elf; for to ſay, 
The Scripture (ſhould contradict the Church, ſignifies nothing, becauſe the 
Being of the Church is founded on the Doctrine of Scripture. All that 
8. Auſtin ſaith, in the place you refer us to, comes to no more than this, If 
the Church were found deceived in the Writings of Scripture, then there 
could be no ground of any firm aſſent to them. And, is this, I pray, a 
fit parallel for that ſpeech of Maldenſis? Is this to fay, If the Scripture ſpeak 
any thing againſt the Church, it is not to be believed? 


In your next Sec. N. 2, 3. you fall from Parallels, to Circles, and Semi- p. 


111% 


circles (as you call them) in which you only ſhew us your faculty of 12 


mumbling the ſame things over and over, concerning his Lordſhips miſtaking 
the Queſtion, about Infallible and Divine Faith, Apoſtolical Tradition, the 
formal Obje& of Faith, which I muſt, out of charity to the Readers pati- 
ence, beg him to look back for the ſeveral Anſwers, if he thinks any thing 
needs itz for I am now quite tired with theſe Repetitions, there being not 
one word added here, but what hath been anſwered already. But, leſt 
theſe ſhould not enough tire us, the next SeF. N. 4. conſiſts of the old 
puff paſt of ultimate Motive, and formal ObjeF, of the Infallibility which js 
not ſimply Divine, and others of a like nature, whoſe vanity hath been de- 
tected in the very entrance into this Controverſie, . | 
It ſeems you had a great mind to give the Biſhop a blow, 'when you feach 
as far, as from p. 103. to p. 115, to do it, and yet fall ſhort of it at laſt ; 


for, tho' you charge him with a falſe citation of S. Auſtin, for theſe 2 
0 


ſidei ultima reſolutio eſt in Deum illuminantem, yet in that Chapter, t 


not the words, yet the ſenſe is there extant, when he gives that account of 
Chriſtian Faith, That it comes not by the authority of 


P. 113. 


Men, but from God himfelf confirming and enlightning Von jam hominibus, ſed ipſo Pes intrinſe- 


our mind, ls not here a plain reſolution of Faith in © Aug. e n. firmante 
Deum illuminantem ? And therefore your charge of | 
falſe citation, and your confident denial, That there is any ſuch Text to be 


found either there, or any where elſe in all S. Auguſtine, argue, you are not 


careful what you ſay, ſo you may but throw dirt in your adverſaries face; 
Nan 2 though 


f iluminan- 
te. Aug. c. ep. Manich; c. 14. 


- 
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eaſily know from whence it comes, by the foulneſs of your fingers. And 
for your other challenge, of 28 any Teſtimony of the Fathers which 
ſaith, That we muſt reſolve our Faith of Scripture into the Light of Scripture | 
hope the Teſtimonies I have in this Chapter mentioned, may teach you 
a little more modeſty and for the other part of it, That we cannot beliene 
the Scripture infallibly for the Churches ant „as far as a Negative can be 
proved, I dare appeal to the judgement of any one, Whether it be poſſible 
to believe that the Fathers judged, the Certainty, much leſs Infalibility of 
Chriſtian Faith did depend on the Churches Infallible Teſtimony, and yet 
never upon the moſt juſt occaſion do ſo much as mention it, but rather 
{peak very much to the contrary. | 

His Lordſhip having thus at large delivered his mind in this important 
Controverſie; to make what he had ſaid the more portable, ſums up 
the ſubſtance of it in ſeveral Conſiderations. Which being only a recapi- 
tulation of what had been fully diſcuſſed already, will need the ſhorter 
Vindication, in ſome brief ſtructures, where you unjuſtly quarrel with them. 
To his 1. That it ſeems reaſonable, that ſince all Sciences Suppoſe Principles, 
Theology ſhould be allowed ſome too : the chiefeſs of which is, That the Scriptures 
are of Divine Authority; your Anſwer is conſiderable z viz. that he con- 
found Theology, a diſcurſive Science, with Faith, which is an act of the Under- 
ſtanding, produced by an Impulſe of the Will, &c. But not to examine what 
hath been already handled, of the power of the ill in the a& of Faith, it 
is plain when his Lordſhip ſpeaks of Theology, he means Theology, and not 
Faith; and the intent of this Conſideration was to ſhew, the unreaſonable- 
neſs of ſtarting this Queſtion in a Theological Diſpute about the Church. In your 
Anſwer to the ſecond, you ſay, That Fallible Motives cannot produce Certainty, 
which if you would prove, you would do more to the purpoſe than you 
have done yet, and by this argument, I could not be certain, whether zou 
had done it or no, unleſs you brought (ome Infallible Motives to prove it. The 
third you paſs over. The fourth you grant, though not very conſeftently 
with what you elſewhere ſay: As to what you ſay in anſwer to the fifth, 
concerning Miracles, l agree with you in it, having elſewhere ſufficiently de- 
clared my ſelf as to them. For the ſixth you refer to your former Anſwer, 
and ſo do I to the reply to it. In the ſeventh, his Lordſhip proves the ne- 
ceſſaty of ſome revelation from God rationally and ſtrongly, and thence infers, 
That either there never was any ſuch Revelation, or that the Scripture is that Re- 
velation, and that's it we Chriſtians labour to make good againſt all Atheiſm, 
Prophaneneſs, and Infidelity. To which you have two Exceptions. 1. That 
this cannot be proved by the meer Light of Scripture, which His Lordſhip ne- 
ver pretended to. 2. That he leaves out the Word, only, which was the cauſe 
of the whole Controverſie ; What, between Chriſtians and Atheiſts? For of 
that Controverße, he there ſpeaks z but ſince you are ſo fond of your an- 
written Revelations, pray prove the neceſſity of them as ſtrongly againſt Athe- 
ifs as his Lordſbip hath done the 5 of a written one. In the laft 


onſideration he muſters up all the ſeveral arguments whereby Men may be 


perſwaded, That this Revelation is contained in thoſe Books we call the Scri- 
pture; as the Tradition of the Church, the Teſtimony of former Ages, the con- 
ſent of times, the Harmony of Prophets, and'the Propheſies fulfilled, the ſucceſs 
of the Doctrine, the * of it, the ſpiritual nature and efficacy of it, and 
laſtly, the inward light and excellency of the Text it ſelf ; which, with a 
great deal of Rhetorick, is there ſet forth. But to all this you ſay no more 
than what hath been abundantly diſproved, viz. That all theſe only juſtifie 


our belief, when it is received as the ancients received it, upon the Infallible 
| Authority 
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Authority of Church Tradition, but never otherwiſe. Whereas we have proved, 

that the ancients received it only on the ſame grounds, which are here men- 

tioned, and therefore certainly are ſufficiext not only to juſtiffe our Faith, 

but to perſwade us to believe. TY | 
Your argument againſt what his Lordſhip faith of the neceſſety of the Spi- 4.13. 

vir aſſiſtance with theſe Motives, and the Light of Scripture for producing Di- 

vine Faith, will equally hold againſt all thoſe of your own fide, who hold 

the neceſſity of God's Spirit for believing the Churches Infallibility, and againſt 

all ſuch of both ſides, who hold any neceſſity of Divine Grace, for then you 

muſt ſay, that either that Grace is not neceſſary in order to ſalvation, or that 

thoſe who want it, are neither truly Chriſtians, nor capable of ſalvation. And 

how horridly ſoever theſe conſequences ſound in the ears of the unlearned, they can 

ſound no worſe than thoſe ultitudes of Scriptures do which tell Men, That 

without true Divine Faith, and real Grace, they are under eternal condemnation. 

N But, it may be, that the unlearned may not be affrighted with ſuch ſextences 

as thoſe are, you think it a great deal better to let them hear little or nothing 

of the Scripture, and to let them be continually entertained with the ſweet 

r and welodiows voice of the Church. No doubt, you thought, your next ar- 

gument had done the buſineſs effectually; For (ſay you) to make them more p. 116. 

ſenſible of the foulneſs of this errour, viz. the danger of ſuch who do not 


n —”T ea | ——_ = —_— r * 


* 


ſavingly believe, Let them conſider, that when young and unlearned Chriſtians 
t are taught to ſay their Creed, and profeſs their belief of the Articles contained in 
t it, before they read Scripture, they are taught to lye, and profeſs to do that, 
N which they neither do, nor can do in his Tenet, An excellent argument 
r againſt making Children ſay their Greed / but, Will not the ſame hold againſt 
| all publick uſing of the Creed, becauſe it is unqueſtionable but there are 
k ſome who do not ſavizgly or 3 believe it? Nay, Will it not much 
1 more hold againſt any in your Church, ſaying their Creed at all, unleſs they 
e firſt believe your Church to be Iufallible, which is very well known that all 
N do not. For then, according to gon, they do but lye, aud profeſs to do that 
1 which they neither do, nor can do, without the Churches Infallible TeStimony : 
k And therefore you muſt begin a new work of Catechiſing the members of 
; your Church, to know whether they believe the Churches Iuſallibility, before 
they can ſay their Greed. Unleſs you ſolve it among your ſelves, by ſay- 
, ing, It is not a formal le, but only an equivocation, which many of you 
by lay, is lawful in caſe of danger, as you ſee apparently this is. But if the 
5 equivocation be ſaid only to lye in the word Believe; you might eaſily diſ- 
t cern the weakneſs of your argument, through it. For if ſome may truly be- 
lieve what they do not ſavingly believe, there is no lye certainly told, in ſay- 
ing, They do believe as far as they do; which is by a firm aſſent to the 
f Truth of all the Articles of Faith, by that which is call'd an hiſtorical, or 
* dogmatical Faith, where there may be no ſavizg Faith. But that becauſe 
p- Children are taught ( as a ſhort ow of the Articles of Faith ) to ſay their 
f Creed, we wuſt be convinced of the foulneſs of our errour, is an apparent evi- 
3 dence, that either you apprehended our underſtandings to be very weak, of 
i- that you ſufficiently diſcover your own to be ſo. N 

yo The only quarrel which you have with his Lord/bip's Synthetical way 8.14. 
ſs is, That he confounds hir Reader with multiplicity of arguments, and weakens the 9.117.0-7- 
d authority of the Church, without which (if you may be believed ) he might tire 
4 limſelf and others, but never be able to make a clear reſolution of Faith. How 
re clear an account you have given of Faith in your Analytical way, by the Au- 
re thority of the Church, hath been ſufficiently laid open to you; but | wander 
be not that you quarrel with multiplicity of arguments, there being nothing 


which 
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which doth really weaken the author ity of your Church ſo much as they do, 
and they are Men certainly of your tewper,' who will be ſoon tired with too 
much reaſon. What follows concerning the captionſneſs of the Queſtion as firſt 
propounded, and the vicious Circle you would free your ſelves of, by the 
Motives of Credibility ;, deſerve no further anſwer. Only when you would 
make A. C. go your way, and both together prove the Church Infallible indepen- 
dently on Scripture, you did not certainly conſider, that it is an I»falibility by 
Promiſe,” which you challenge, and, for that end, in the precedent Chapter, 

P. E, cc. were thoſe places of Scripture produced by A. C. and urged by you. All that! 

>. 8, 9 to. (hall return by way of Anſwer to your tedious diſcourſe concerning Scriptures 
being a Principle ſuppoſed among Chriſtians(the main of it depending on the cit- 
cumſtances of the diſpute between his Lordſhip and Mr. Fiſber) ſball be in 
theſe following particulars. 1. That in all Controverſies among Chriſti- 
ans, whole deciſion depends upon the authority of Scripture, the Scripture 
muſt be ſuppoſed as granted to be of Divine Authority by both parties, 
2. That in that Queſtion, whether the Scripture contains all neceſſary things of 
Faith, that neceſſity muſt be ſuppoſed to relate to the things which depend 
upon Scripture, and therefore implies it believed on other grounds, that this 
Scripture is of Divine Revelation. For the Queſtion is, whether God hath 
conſigned his will ſo fully to us, in this Revelation of himſelf, that nothing 
neceſſary to be believed is left out of it? For Men then to lay, That this is 
left ont of it, viz. to believe that this is a Divine Revelation, is an unreaſo- 
nable Cavil, it being ſuppoſed in the very Queſtion, that it is ſo. 3. That 
in this ſenſe the Scripture may be ſaid to be a ſuppoſed Principle, becauſe it 
hath a different way of probation, from particular ObjeFs of Faith revealed in 
Scripture, For to a rational Enquirer, who ſeems to doubt of the Truth of 
Scriptures, it is equally abſurd to give him any one of theſe three Anſwers. 
1. That it is a Principle to be ſuppoſed for, though it be ſuppoſed as to the 
particular debate depending on Scripture; yet it is fond and abſurd to ſay, It 
muſt be ſuppoſed when it is the thing in queſtion. 2. That it is known meerly 
by its own Light. for the perſon I have to deal with, ſuppoſing himſeltequal- 
ly capable to judge of Reaſor and Evidence, as my ſelf, it doth but betray the 
weakneſs of my cauſe, or my inability to manage it, to pretend that to be evi- 
dent, which it is much more evident, that he doth not think ſo; and it is 
only to tell him, my Underſtanding muſt rule hie, and that whatever ap- 
pearsto me to have Light in it ſelf, ought likewiſe ſo to appear to him. 3. It 
is as abſurd as either of the other two, toſay, That you will prove to a rational 
Enquirer, the Scripture to be God's Word, by an unwritten Word of God. For, 
1. His Enquiry is, Whether there be anyWord of God or no, you prove thergrr 
ir, becauſe there is, for that is all you prove by your anmritten Word. He 

\ denies, or at leaſt queſtions, Whether there be ary, and particularly in- 

ſtanceth in Scripture ; you think to end the Queſtion, by telling him, Ee 

muſt believe it to be ſo, becauſe there is another Word of God which atteils it, 
which, inſtead of ending the firſt Queſtion, begets a great many more. For, 

2. He will be more to ſeek, concerning this unmritten Word than before; 

becauſe he might uſe his Reaſon in judging concerning the written Word, 

but cannot as to this anmritten; it being only told him, There is ſuch a thing, 
but he knows not what it is, how far it extends, who muſt deliver it, what evi- 
dence this hath beyond the other, that it comes from God, that it muſt be uſed as 
an argument to prove it with. If you ſend him to the Infalibility of the 

Church, you muſt either preſume him of a very weak Underſtanding, or 

elſe he would eaſily diſcern your perfect juggling in this; the veizs of which [ 


have diſcovered throughout this diſcourſe. There remains nothing — 
u 


y 


but Reaſon, a Principle common to us both, by which I muſt prove, that 
the Scriptures ave from God, which Reaſou partly makes uſe of the Churches 
Tradition, not int any notion of ts, but meerly as built on Prin- 
ciples common to humane nature, partly uſes thoſe other argements which 
prove by the rational evidence, that the DoeEFrine contained in 
Scripture, was from Cad; and if this were all che meaning of ſaying, The 
Scriptures are a Principle 47 becunſe of a different way of proving them, 
from particular objects of Faith, you can have no reaſon to deny it. 


The next thing his Lordſhip inſiſts on, is, That the Fews never bad, nor can &. 16. 


have any other proof, that the Old Teſtament is the Word of God, than we have of 
the New. In your Anſwer to which, I grant that which you contend for, a. 
That the Tradition of Scriptures among them, was by their immediate Anceſtors as 
well as others; I grant, That their Faith was not a Scientifical Knowledge, but 


a firm and perfect aſſurance only (but underſtand not what you mean, by P 122 
ſaying, That otherwiſe it would not be meritorious  ) but am as far to ſeek as 


ever for ariy Ixfallibilit in the Jewiſh Church, which ſhould in every age be 
the ground of believing the Books of the Old Teſtament to be divinely in- 
ſpired. And if you will prove a conſtant ſucceſſion of Prophets from Moſes 
till our Saviowr's appearing (which 8 ſeem willing to believe) you 
would do ſomething towards it; but for your permanent Infallible Authority 
in the High Prizſt and his Clergy, I have already ſhewed it to be a ground- 
leſs, if not a wilful miſtake. 3 1 | 
What remains concerning the naue of Infabibility ( which at laſt his 
Lordſhip makes to be no more than #het which excludes all poſſibility of 
doubting, and therefore grants, that an Infellible Aſſurance may be bad by 


Ecclefsaſtical and Humane proof) and how far that is requiſite to Faith ; ** 19. 


concerning moral Certainty, and what Aſſurance way be had by itz concerning 


the Canon of Scripture 1 Tradition, the unwritten Mord, S. Auſtin's P. 123, le: 


Teſtimony about the Church, they are all points ſo fully diſcuſſed before 
that out of pity to the Reader, I muſt refer him to their ſeveral places, 
which when — hath throughly confidered, I will give him leave to iow 
# the ſeveral vifories you have obtained in the management of it, which 
will be much more honorable for you, than for your ſelf to do it, 4s you 
do moſt trinmphantly ta the end of this Comtroverſie concerning the Reſolution 
of Faith. And although I have not been much ſurprized with your at- 
tempts, yet I ſhall heartily conclude this great Debate with your laſt words 
in it. The C 8 J leave to the ſerious conſideration of the Judiciows 
1 Reader. I beſeech God he may make benefit of it to his eternal feliciyy. 


o fig, cap. 9. 
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Parr II. 
Of Schiſm, 


CHAR L 
Of the Univerſal Church: 


The Queſtion of Schiſm explained. The nature of it enquired into. Several * 


neral Principles laid down for clearing the preſent Controverſie. Three ground: 
4 the charge of 8chiſm on Proteſtant Churches by our Author. The firſt, of the 

oman Churches being the Catholick Church, entred upon. How far the Ro- 
man Church may be ſaid to be a true Church. The diſtinction of a Church mo- 
rally and metaphyſically true juſtified. . The grounds of the Unity of the Catbo- 
lick Church, as to Doctrine and Government. Cardinal Perron's diſtindbion 
of the formal, cauſal, and participative Catholick Church examined. The 
true ſenſe of the Catholick, Church in Antiquity ——_—_— from St. Cyprian, 
and ſeveral caſes happening in his time as, the Schiſm of Novatianus at 
Rome; the caſe of Feliciſſimus and Fortunatus. Several other Inſtances 
out of Antiquity.to the ſame purpoſe, by all which it is manifeſt that the unity 
7. the Catholick Church had no dependance on the Church of Rome. The 


- ſeveral teitimonies to the contrary of St. Ambroſe, St. Hierom, John Pa- 


triarch of Conſtantinople, St. Auguſtine, Optatus, G c. particularly ex- 
amined ; and all found ſhort of proving that the Roman Church is the Ca- 
tholick Church. The ſeveral Anſwers of his Lordſhip to the teftimonoies of 
St. Cyprian, St. Hierome, St. Greg. Nazianzene, St. Cyril, and Rufh- 
nus, about the infallibility of the Church of Rome, juſtified. From al 
which it appears that the making the Roman-Church to be the Catholick, is a 
great Novelty and perfect Jeſuitiſm. . 


Ince ſo great and conſiderable parts of the CHriſtian 
& Church, have in theſe laſt ages been divided in commu- 
nion from each other, the great conteſt and enquiry 


WS (Wl 
A 2 
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ah 


IC [S] 5 hath been, which party ſtands guilty of the cauſe of the 


2 preſent diſtance and ſeparation. For, both ſides retain 
Wa till ſo much of the common Chriitianity, as to ac- 
knowledge that no Religion doth ſo ſtrictly oblige the 


owners of it to peace and unity as the Chriſtian Religion doth ; and yet 
notwithſtanding this, we find theſe breaches ſo far from cloſing, that, 
ſuppoſing the ſame grounds to continue, a reconciliation ſeems to humane 


reaſon 
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CAP. I. 
reaſon impoſſible: An evidence of which, is, that thoſe perſons who 
either out of a generous deſire of ſeeing-the wounds of the Chriſtian world 
healed, or out of ſome private intereſt or deſign, have made it their buſi- ' 
neſs to propound terms of reconciliation between the divided parties, 
have been equally rejected by thoſe parties they have profeſſed themſelves 
the members of. For whether any of the Roman Communion have inge- 
nuouſly confeſſed the greet corruptions crept into that Church, and deſired 
a reformation of them, or any of the Proteſtant Communion have endea- 
voured to excuſe, palliate, or plead for the corr»ptiozs of the Roman 
Church : we find how little encouragement they have had for ſuch under- 
D takings from that Church whoſe Communion they have profeſſed to retain. 
The diſtance then being ſo great as it is, it is a very neceſſary enquiry 
| what the cauſe of it is, and where.the main fault lies; and it being ac- 
knowledged that there is a poſſibility that corruption may get into a Chri- 
ſtian Church, and it being impoſſible to prove that Chriſtianity obligeth Men 
to communicate with a Church in all thoſe corruptions its Communion may 
de tainted with, it ſeems evident to reaſon that the cauſe of the breach muſt 
lye there, where the cortuptions are owned and impoſed as conditions of 
Communion. For, can any one imagine it ſhould be a fault in any to 
keep off from Communion, where they are ſo far from being obliged to it, 
that they have an obligation to the contrary, from the principles of their 


F common Chriſtianity ? and where Men are bound not to communicate, it 
, is impoſſible to prove their not communicating to be Schiſm. For there 
6 can be no Schiſze, but where there is an obligation to communion ; Schiſze 
> being nothing elſe but a wilful violation of the bonds of Chriſtian Commu- 
. nion; and therefore when ever you would prove the Proteſtants guilty of 
1 Schiſm, you muſt do it by proving they were bound to communicate with 
your (hurch in thoſe things, which they are Proteſtants for diſowning of. 
| Or that there is ſo abſolute and unlimited an obligation to continue in the 
t Society of your Church, that no conditions can be ſo hard, but we are bound 
F rather to ſubmĩt to them, than not joyn in Communiox with you. But 
7 we who look on the nature of a Chriſtian Society in general, the Foundati- 
0 ons of its conſtitution, the ends and deſigns of it, cannot think our ſelves 
- obliged to Communion in thoſe things which andermine thoſe Foundations, 
bo and contradict thoſe ends. . 5 
This being a matter of ſo vaſt conſequence, in order to the ſettling Mens 8. 2. 
of minds in the preſent diſputes of the Chriſtian world, before I come to parti- 
I- culars, I ſhall lay down thoſe general principles which may manifeſt how 
U free Proteſtants are, from all imputation of Schiſm. Schiſme then import - 
a ing a violation of that Communion which we are obliged to, the moſt natural 
way for underſtanding what Schiſa is, is to enquire what the Foundations 
are of Chriſtian Communion, and how far the bonds of it do extend. Now the 
n Foundation of Chriſtian Communion in general depend upon the acknow- 
u- ledgement of the truth of Chriſtian Religion. For that Religion which Chriſt 
'y came to deliver to the world being ſuppoſed true, is the reaſon why any 
ne look on themſelves as obliged to profeſs it; which obligation extending to all 
in Perſons who have the ſame grounds to believe the truth of it, thence ariſeth 
c- the ground of Society in this profeſſion, which is a common obligation on 
he ſeveral perſons joy ning together in ſome ads of common concernment to 
et them. The truth then of Chriſtian Religion being acknowledged by ſeve- 
at, al perſons, they find in this Religion ſome actions which are to be per form- 
ne ed by ſeveral perſons in Society with each other. From whence ariſeth 
on 


that more immediate obligation to Chriſtian Society, in all thoſe who profeſs 
0 . them- 


r 
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ſelves Chriſtians ; and the whole number of theſe who own the truth of 


Chriſtian Religion and are thereby, obliged to joyn in Society with each 


other, is that which we call the Catholick, Church. But although there be 
ſuch a relation to each other in all Chriſtians as to make them one common 
Society; yet for the performance of particular a#s of communion, there 
muſt be leſſer Societies wherein perſons may joyn together in the ations 
belonging to them. But ſtill the oblzgation to communion in thele lege, 
15 the ſame with that which conſtitutes the great body of Chriſtians, which 
is the owning Chriſtianity as the only true Religion and way to eterna] 
Happineſs. And therefore thoſe leſſer Societies cannot in juſtice make the 
neceſſary conditions of communion narrower, than thoſe which belong to 
the Catholick Church, i. e. thoſe things which declare Men Chriſtians, ought 
to capacitate them for communion with Chriſtians. But here we are to 
conſider that as to be a C hriſtian ſuppoſeth Mens owning the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion to be true, ſo the conveyance of that Religion being to us now in 
thoſe Books we call the Scriptures, there muſt be an acknowledgement of 
them as the indiſpenſable rule of Faith and Manners, which is, That theſe 
Books are the great Charter of the Chriitian Society, according to which it 
mult be governed. | 

Theſe things being premiſed as the foundation in general of Chriftian 


Society, we ſhall the better underſtand how far the obligation to communi- 


on in it doth extend. For which it muſt be conſidered, that the grounds 
of continuance in Communion, muſt be ſuitable and proportionable to the 
firſt reaſon of entring into it. No Man being obliged by vertue of his 
being in a Society, to agree in any thing which tends to the apparent ruine 
of that Society; but he is obliged to the contrary, from the general 
grounds of his firſt admiſſion into it. His primary obligation being to 
preſerve the honour and intereſi of it, and to joyn in aFs of it ſo far as they 
tend to it. Now the main end of the Chriſtian Society being the promo- 
tion of God's houour and the ſalvation of Men's ſouls, the primary obligation 
of Men entring into it, is the advancement of theſe end-, to joyn in all 
aFs of it ſo far as they tend to theſe end-; but if any thing come to be 
required directly repugnant to theſe ende, thoſe Men of whom ſuch things 
are required, are bound not to communicate in thoſe leſſer Societies where 
ſuch things are impoſed, but to preſerve their communion with the Catho- 
lick Society of Chriſtians. But theſe general diſcourfes ſeeming more ob- 
ſcure, it will be neceſſary for the better ſubſerviency of them to our deſign, 
to, deduce them into particularg,;- Setting then aſide the Catholic Society 


of Chriſtians, we come to enquire how far Men are bound to communi- 


cate with any lefler Seciety, how extenſive ſoever it may pretend its com- 
munion to be, | 
I. There is no Society of Chriſtians of any one Communion, but may impoſe 
ſome things ta be believed or prattiſed which may be repugnant to the general 
Foundations of Chriitian Society. But if any Society ſhall pretend a neceſ- 
ſity of communion with her, becauſe it is impoſſible this ſhould be done 
by her: this priviledge muſt in reaſon be as evident as the common 
grounds of Chriſtianity are ; nay much more evident, becauſe the belief of 
Cbriitiazity' it elf, doth (upon this pretence) depend on the knowledge 
of ſuch Infallibiluy, and the indiſpenſable obligation to communion de- 
peads upon it. Met | | 
2. There being a poſſability acknowledged, that particular Churches may te- 
quire unreaſonable conditions of communion ; the obligation to 2 — 
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nocd be .abſolute and indiſpenſable ; but only ſo far as nothing ir requd- 


cy ed deitruttive to the ends of Chriſtian Society. Otherwiſe Men would be 
be bound to deſtroy that which they believe, and todo the moſt unjuſt and un- 
On reaſonable things. But the great difficulty lies in knowing when ſuch 
re things are required, and who mult be the judge in that caſe : to which I 
(wer, | | 
„ 5 Nothing can be more unreaſonable, than that the Society impoſing ſuch 
> conditions of communion ſhould be judge, whether thoſe conditions be juſt and 
al equitable or no. If the queſtion only. were in matters of pcace, and conve- 
he niency, and order, the judgemerit of the Society ought to over-rule the 
to judgements of particular perſons, but in ſuch caſes where great Bodies of 
ht (briſliant, judge ſuch things required, to be unlawful conditions of com- 
to munion, what juſtice or reaſon is there, that the party accuſed ſhould fit 
1 judge in her own cauſe? | 
in 4. Where there is ſuſſicient evidence foo Scripture, reaſon, and traditi- 
of on, that ſuch things which are impoſed are unreaſonable conditions of Chri- 
ſe ſtian communion, the not communicating with that Society which requires 
56 theſe things cannot incur the guilt of Schiſm. Which neceſſarily follows 
from the precedent gronnds, becauſe none can be obliged to communi- 
an on in ſuch caſes, and therefore the not communicating is no culpable ſe- 
* traſ ion. N 
9 « 5. By how much the Societies are greater which are agreed in not commu- 
he wicating with a Church impoſing ſuch conditions, by bem much the power of 
lis thoſe who rule thoſe Societies. ſo agreeing is larger, by ſo much the more juſtifia- 
ho ble is the Reformation of any Church from theſe abuſes, and ihe ſeiiling the. 
al bonds of Chriitian communion without them. And on thoie grounds, viz, 
0 the Church of Romes impoſing nnlawful conditions of communio:, it Was 
5 neceſſary not to communicate with her; and on the Church of Ifngiands 
0. power to reform it ſelf by the aſſiſtance of the Supreme power, it was lau- 
* tul and juſtifiable not only to redreſs thoſe abaſes, but to ſettle the Church 
ll upon its proper and true foundations. So that the Church of Romes im- 
be poling unlawful conditions of communion, is the reaſon why we do nt 
95 communicate with her, and the Church of Englands power to govern and 
Te take care of her ſelf, is the reaſon of our joyning together in the ſervice of 
* God upon the principles of our Reformation. On theſe grounds I doubt 
b. not but to make it appear, how free the Church of England is trom all im- 
n putation of Schiſm. 
ty Theſe things being thus in general premiſed, we come to conſider what 8. 4. 
rg thoſe principles are on which you can found ſo high a charge as that of 
ky Schiſm on the ProteiFant Churches. And having throughly contidered 
your way of management of it, I find all that you have to lay may be re- 
ſe ſolved into one of theſe three grounds. 1. That the Roman Church it the 
if true and only Catholick Church. 2. That our Churches could have no power or 
os. cauſe to divide in their Communion ſrom her. g. That the authority of the 
ae Roman Church is ſo great, that upon no pretence ſoever could it be lawful to 
Kt withdraw from Communion with her. I confels, if you can make good any 
of one of theſe three, you do ſomething to the purpoſe z but how little ground 
ge you have to charge us with Schiſme from any of theſe Principles, will be the 
A delign ot this Part at large to manifeſt, I begin then with the rt, which 
is the pretence of your Churches being the Cathelick Church and here we 
FRY again enter the I/ to ſee how fairly you deal with your 4dverſary. Mr. Fi- 
1 ſber ſaith, That from the Controverſie of the reſolution of Faith the Lad, called 
3 Oo 2 | them 3 
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them ;, and deſiring to bear, whether the Biſhop would grant the Roman Church 
1 27- fo be the right Church ? the Biſhop (faith he) granted that it war. To which 
ov. 1. bis Lordſhip anſwers (after a juſt complaint of the abuſe of diſputations, 
Mens reſolution to hold their own, though it be by unworthy means and diſÞe- 
rage ment of truth ) that the queſtion was neither asked in that form, nor ſq an- 
ſwered. And that there is a great deal of difference ( eſpecially as Romaniſi, 
handle the queſtion of the Church) between The Church and A Church, and there 
ir ſome between a True Church and a Right Church. For the Church may import 
the only true Church, and perhaps the root and ground of the Catholick, And thy 
* (faith he) I mnever did grant of the Roman Church, nor ever mean to do. But 4 
Church, can imply no more, than that it is a member of the whole. And this [ 
never did (ſaith he) nor ever will deny, if it fall not abſolutely away ſrom 
Chriſt. That it is a True Church I granted alſo; but not a Right. For Trath 
only imports the being; right, perfection in conditions; thus a Thief is a true 
Man, tho' not an upright Man. So a corrupt Church may be trne, as a Church 
is a company of Men which profeſs the Faith of Chriſt and are baptized into his 
Name ; but it is not therefore a right Church, either in doctrine or manners, 
And this (he faith) ix acknowledged by very learned Proteflants before him, 
This is the ſubſtance of his Lordſhips anſwer, to which we mult conſider 
P.127.c.2. what you reply, That about the terms of the Lady's queſtion you grant to be a ver- 
* bal Controverſie; and that whatever her words were, ſhe was to be underſtood to 
demand this alone, viz. Whether the Roman were not the Irne, Viſible, Infal- 
lible Church out of which none can be ſaved ;, for herein (you fay) ſhe had from 
the beginning of the Controverſie deſired ſatis faction: And in this ſubject the Ro- 
man Church could not be any Church at all, unleſs it were the Church and a Right 
P.18. Church, The reaſon is becauſe S. Peter's ſucceſſor, being the Biſhop of Rome, 
* and Head of the whole Church (as you tell us you will prove anon) that miſt 
needs be the Church aa iZoxlWw if it be any Church at all. And becaufe the Church can 
be but one, if it be a true Church it muſt be the right Church. But all this amounts 
only to a confident affertion of that which wants evident proof, which is, 
that the notion of a Church relates to one as appointed the Head of the whole 
Church, without which it would be no Church at all. Which being a thing ſo 
hard to be underſtood, and therefore much harder to be proved, we mult be 
content to wait your leaſure till you ſhall think fit to prove it. When you 
therefore tell us afterwards, That the Oniverſal Church ſuppoſes the acknowledge- 
ment of the ſame Vicar of Chriſt, and that thoſe Dioceſes which agree in this ac- 
khnowledgement as well as in the ſame Faith, and communion of the ſame Sarra- 
ments make up one and the ſame Univerſal Church ; When you further add, 
That the Roman Church is therefore ſtiled the Church, becanſe it is the ſeat of 
the Vicar of Chriſt, and chief Paſtor of the Church Univerſal I can only ſay 
to all theſe confident affirmations, that if you had ſate in the chair your 
ſelf, you could not have ſaid more or proved leſs. It is not therefore in what 
ſenſe words may be taken by you (for who queſtions but you may abuſe 
words?) but in what ſenſe they onght to be taken. You may call the Biſhop of 
Rome the Vicar of Chriſt, but before you can expect our ſubmiſſion to him, 
you muſt prove that he in ſo. You may call the Roman Church, The Church, if 
you pleaſe, among your ſelves: but if by that you would perſwade us there 
can be no Church but that, you would do an office of kindneſs to offer a little 
at ſome ſmall proof of it, i. e. as much as the cauſe, and your ablilities will af- 
ford. And what if the Antients by a true Church did mean an Orthodox Church ? 
I know but one of theſe things will follow from it, either that they took a 
true Church for one morally and not metaphyſically true 3 or that if your Church 
be not an Orthodox Church, it can be none at all. From hence you proceed 
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to quarrel with his Lordſhip for ſaying, That may be a true Church which js not a 
right Church (which is all the thanks he hath for his kindneſs to you) for 
(lay you) How can you call that a true Church in which Men are not taught the 
way to Heaven, but to eternal Perdition? Which is as much as to ask, How 
you can call that Man a true Man that hath a Leproſie upon him? But if you 
had conſidered, what his Lordſhip had ſaid, you would never have made 
ſuch an objection. For his Lordſhip doth not ſpeak of the ſoundneſi of a Church, 


N. 3. 


but of the wetaphyſical entity of it. For he ſaith, It is true in that ſenſe as SR. 20 
ens and verum, Being and True, are convertible one with another; and every 2 


thing that hath a Being is truly that Being which it is in truth of ſubſtance. But 
(iy you) How can that be a true Church which teacheth the way to eternal 
Perdition by ſome falſe Doctrine in matter of Faith? Becauſe it either teacheth 
ſomething to be the Word of God which is not; or denies that to be his Word 
which is: to err in this ſort is certainly to commit an high and mortal offence againſt 
the honour and veracity of God, and conſequently the direct way to eternal Per- 
dition. An excellent diſcourſe to prove that no Man can be ſaved that is 
not Infallible ! For if he be not infallible he may either teach ſomething to be 
God's which ir not, or deny that to be his Word that is ; either of which being a 
mortal offence againſt the honour and veracity of God, it is impoſlible any Man 
that is not Infallible ſhould be ſaved : either then we muſt put off that hu- 
manity which expoſes us to error, or pronounce it impoſſible for any Men 
to be ſaved, or elſe aſſert that there may be error where God's veracity is not 
denied. And if ſo, then not only Men ſeverally but a Society of Men may 
propound that for truth which is not, and yet not mortally offend againſt 
God's veracity ; ſuppoſing that Society of Men doth believe (though falſly) 


that this is therefore true becauſe revealed by God. In which caſe that Church 


may be a true Church in one ſenſe, though an erroneous Church in another: 
true, as there is a poſſibility of ſalvation in it; erroneous, as delivering that for 
truth which is not ſo. But here is a great deal of difference between a Church 
acknowledging her ſelf fallible,and that which doth not. For ſuppoſe a Church 
* ſomething erroneous to be believed, if ſhe doth not arrogate Infalli- 
ility to her ſelf in that propoſal, but requires Men to ſearch and examine her 
Doctrine by the Word of God, the danger is nothing ſo great to the Perſons in 
her Communion;but when a Church pretends to be Infal/ible and teacheth er- 
rors, that Church requiring thoſe errors to be believed upon her Authority, 
without particular examination of the Do@rines propoſed, is chargeable with 
a higher offence againſt the honour and veracity of God, and doth as much as 
in her lies (in your expreſſion.) teach Men the way to eternal Perdition. And 
of all ſorts of blind guides it is moſt dangerous following ſuch who pre- 
tend to be Infalible in their blindneſs ; and it is a great miracle if ſuch do 
not fall paſt recovery. The more therefore you aggravate the danger of 
error, the worſe ſtill you make the condition of your Church, where Men 
are bound to believe the Church Infallible, when ſhe propoſeth the moſt dan- 
gerows errors. When you ſay, The whole Church is not liable to theſe incon- 
veniencies of ſeducing or being ſeduced, if you mean (as you ſpeak) of that 
which is truly the whole Church of Chriſt, you are to ſeek for an Adverſary in 
itz if you mean the Roman Church, you are either ſeduced or endeavour to 
ſeduce in ſaying ſo, when neither that is or can be the whole Church, neither 
is it free from believing or propoſing errors, as will appear afterwards. 
You quarrel with his Lord ſhip again, for his Similitude of 4 Man that may 
be termed a Man and not be honeit, and ſay it comes not home to the caſe. 
But we muſt ſee, how well you have fitted it. Inſtead of a Mar, you 
would have 4 Saintput, and then, (you ſay) the Parallel would have held 


much 
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much better. But certainly then you mean only ſuch Sant, as Rome takes 
upon her to Canonize ; for the Queſtion was of one that might be a Man, 
and wot be age Will you ſay the ſame of your Saint too? If inſtead of 
Saint, you had put his Holineſs in, there are ſome in the World would 
not have quarrelted with you for it. But you are an excellent Man at pa- 


rallelling Caſes: His Lordfhip was ſpeaking of the Metaphyſical Truth of 4 


Church being conſiftent with moral Corruptions, for which he inſtanced in , 
Thiefs being truly a Man, though not an honeſt Man ; now you, to mend the 
matter, make choice of moral Integrity, being confiflent with Metaphyſical 
Truth, which is of a Saint, and a Man. And, Doth not this now come home 


to our Caſe ? 1 hat which follows, to ſhew the Incongruity of his Lord. 


ſhip's Similitude, would much more ſhew your wit, if it were capable of to- 


F.129.0.3- lerable ſenſe: For, you ſay, the word Church in our preſent debate, implics not 


3 6. 


F.129.0-4- d whether it ſavoured more of pr 


P.130.n.4. Ancient Church, but is fo far from being 


a ſemple or uncomponnded Term, as that of Man, but is a Componnd of Subſtance 
and Accidents together. We had thought Man had been a compound of ab. 


ſtance and accidents, as well as a Church : Or, Did you mean ſome tranſab- 
flantiated Mar, that had accidents without ſubſt ancet? But as his Lordſhip ſpake 


of a true real Man, who yet might want morel Integrity; fo he ſuppoſed 
there might be a trxe real Church, as to the eſſential parts of it, which yet 
might be in other reſpects a corrwpied and defiled Charch. But when you add, 


That the notion of a Church implies Imegrity and Per fedion of Conditions, ſtill 


vou betray * weak or wilful miſtakes of a Church Morally for Metaphy- 


fcally true. If you will prove it impoſſible for a Charch to retain its Being, 
that hath any errors in Doctrise, or corruptions in Practice, you will do 
ſomething to the purpoſe : Bat when you have done it, ſee what you get 
by it; for then we ſhall not fo much as acknowledge your Church to be Me- 
—_— a true Church. If his Lordſhip therefore be fo charitable, as to 
fay, [hat becauſe your Church receives the Scripture at a Rule of Faith - (though 
but as a partial and im Rule) and both the Sacraments as Inſtrumen- 
tal cauſes and feals of Grace (though they add more, and miſuſe theſe) it canzot 
but be a true Church in effence : And you, on the other (ide, ſay, 4 it doth 
miſuſe the Sacraments, and make the Scripture an imperfe® Rule of Faith, it 
would be Unchurched ; Let the Reader judge, whether his Lordſpip Cha- 
rity for, or your own Teſtimony againſt your Church, be built on beiter 
nds. What follows concerning the Holy Catholick Church iz the Apo- 

5 * the 2 OR —_ ix the AMhanaſfian Creed, the Churches be- 
ing the Spouſe of Chrift, and a pure Virgin, are all things as true in themſelves, 
as your ae is little concerned in them. The #ruly Catholick Church being 
quite another thing from that which goes under the name of the Rowen 
Catholick Charch ; and this later may proftitmie her ſelf to error, while the 
other remains a pure Virgin; and it is only your ſaying, That yours onh ir 
the Catholick Church, which is in effect to ſay, That Cbriſ hath « Harlot to his 


Sponſe, as you fpeak. 
To omit that which youcalf, 4 frriher s&jrmiſhing about the ſorm of word:, 
Ard Ee nce, and _—_ or cunning 2 four 
to inſtru the Lady what Queſtions dat; we come to that which is 
the main ſubject of this Chapter, Aa. ede the Church be ftiled Catholick 
by its agreeing with Rome, witch (you fay)was a received and known Truth inthe 
in the leaſt true, that his Lordſhip 
deſervedly calls it, A perfect Fejuitiſm. For (faith he) in all the Primitive 
Times of the Church, a Man, or a Family, or a National Church were accounted 
right and orthodox, as they agreed with the Catbolick Church, but the C. atholick 
was never then meaſured or judged by Man, Family, or Nation. But now in the 


Feſuits 
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CAP. I. 
Jeſuits new School, the One, Holy, Catholick Ehurch, mui} be meaſured by that 
— is in the Dioceſe or City of Rome, or of them which agreed with it; and not 
Rome by the Catholick, So upon the matter, belike the Chriftian Faith was com- 
mitted to the cuiFody of the Roman, not of the Catholick Church ʒ and a Man can- 
wot agree with the Catholick, Church of Cbriſt (in this nem Doctrine of A. C.) 
anleſt he agree with the Church of Rome; bet if be agree with that, all is ſafe, 
and be is as orthodox, as he need be. To which yot ſeem to anſwer at firſt 
ſome (light tergiverſations, s thongh this did not follow from A. Cos words, and p. 31. 
that the Lady did not trouble her ſelf with ſuch Pun@ilio's as thoſe of the agree- 
ment of the Catholick Church with Rome, or Rome's agreeing withthe Catholic 
Church, but at laft you take heart, and affirm ſtontly, That the Church is tiled 
Catholick from its agreement with Rome, and that this is no Jeſuitiſm, but a re- 
ceived and known Truth in the Ancient Church. In theſe terms then I fix my 
ſelf, and this preſent diſpute 3 as containing the proper ſtate of the Contro- 
verſie concerning the Catholick Cherch. And if you can make it appear that 
the Church is tiled Catholic by agreeing with Rome, and that this was a recei- 
e ved Truth in the Ancient Church, then you may very plauſibly charge us 
J with Schiſze in our feparation from Rome; but if the contrary be made e- 
t vident, by your own pretence we are freed from that charge. 
Now in the handling this Controverſie, you firſt explain your terms, p. 130-5. 
1 and then produce your Teſtimonies. In the explication of your terms, 
þ you tell us, The word Catholick may be nſed in three different Acceptions, 
A viz, either formally, cauſally, or by way of participation. Formally, the Uni- 
verſal Church, i. e. the ſociety of all true particalar Churches, anited together 
in one Body, in one Communion under one Head, . is called Catholick, Cauſal- 
ly the Church of Rome is tiled Catholick, becauſe it hath aw in and 
ce to cauſe Vniverſality in the whole body of the Church Catholick ; to which 
two things are neceſſary, Multitude and Unity. The Roman Church there- 
fore, which as a Center of Eccleſiaftical Communion, infuſes this Unity which 
is hy few of Oniverſality, into the Catholick Church, and thereby cauſes in 
ber Univerſality, may be called Catholick cauſally, though ſhe be but 4 par- 
ticular Church. As he that commands a whole Army is ſtiled General, 
though he be but a particular Perſon. Thirdly, every particular Orthodox 
Church is termed Catholick participative, by way of participation, becauſe 
they agree in, and participate of the Doctrine and Communion of the Catho- 
lick Church. For which (you bring) the inſtance of the Church of Smyrna 
writing to the Catholick Church of Philomilion, &. Thus we ſee (ſay you) 
both how properly the Roman Church is called Catholick, and how the Catho- 
lick Church it ſelf takes cauſally the denomination of Univerſal or Catho- 
lick from the Roman, conſidered as the chief particular Church, infuſing 
Unity into all the reft, as having dependence of her, and relation to her. Thus L | 
have recited your words, that we may fully underſtand your meaning, the 
ſubſtance of which is couched in your laſt words, That the reaſon why any | 
Church was accounted Catholick , was from its Union with the Church of | 
Rome. But if it appear that this ſenſe of the Catbolick, Church is wholly a | 
ſtranger to Antiquity, That the Catholick, Church was ſo call'd upon far FAA | 
ferent accounts than thoſe mentioned by you; if the Church of Rome had 
no other relation to the Catholick Church but as a Member of it as other | 
Churches were, then all this diſcourſe of yours comes to nothing, and that | 
is it which I now undertake to prove. Now the Ority of. the Catholick g 
Church ly ing in two things, the Doctrine and the Government of it, if in | | 
neither of theſe it had any dependence of the Church A 4 Rome, then certain- 
ly it could not be called Gebel, cauſally from the Church of Rome. 
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Firſt, the Church was call'd Catholick, from the univerſal ſpread of ii; 
Doctrine, and the agreement of all particular Churches in it.” So Irengws de. 


rives the Unity of the Church ſpread abroad over the World from the 
Qnity of that Faith which was Univerſally received, and from thence 


ſaith, That the Church is but as one Houſe, and having one Soul and Heart, and 


Hanc predicationem cum acceperit, & hanc 
fidem quemadmodum prædiximus, Eccleſia, 
& quidem in univerſum mundum diſſemina- 
ta, diligentèr cuftodit, quaſi unam domum 
inhabitans, ¶ ſimiliter credit iis, videli · 
cet quaſi am animam habens, & unum 
cor & conſonanter bac predicat & docet (5 
tradit quaſi unum or, TIrenzus 
adverſ. hæteſ. I. 1. c. 3. 

Eccleſia enim per uni verſum orbem uſq; ad 
fines terre diſſeminat a, & ab Apoſtolis io 
4 diſcipulis eorum accepit eam fidem, & c. 
JI. 1. c. 2. 


eaks as with one mouth. Nothing can be more plain 

an that Irenæus makes the conſent in Doctrine to be 
the ground of Unity in the Catholic Church. And 
that he did not ſuppoſe this conſent to ariſe from the 
Church of Rome, appeats from what he ſaith before 
That this Faith was received in the Church ſo univerſal 
Jpread from the Apoſtles and their Diſciples. Which 
muſt be underſtood of that univerſal diffuſion of it 
by the frſt Preachers of it in the World, the continu- 
ance of which Doctrine was the ground of the Unity 
in the Catholick Church. To the ſame purpoſe Ter. 


tullian gives an account of the Churches Unity, by the adhering to that Do- 
Erine which was firſt Preached by the Apoſtles, who having firſt delivered it in 


Statim igitur Apoftoli ——1. per Juda- 
am conteſtat4 fide in Feſum Cbriſtum & 
Ectleſis inflitutis ; dehinc in orbem pro- 
fecti. eandem doctrinam ejuſdem fidei Na- 
tionibus promulgaverunt, & proinde Eccleſi- 
a apud unamquamqʒ civitatem condiderunt, 


q quibus traducem fidei & ſemina doftrine, - 


cæteræ exinde Eccleſia mutuate 2 2 
quotidie mutuantur ut Eccleſia fiant: ac 
per hoc & ipſe Apoſtolice deputantur, ut 
ſoboles Apoſtolicarum Eccleſiarum. Onine 


genus ad originem ſuam recenſeatur, neceſſe 


eſt. Itaq; tot ac tantæ eccleſiæ, una eſt illa 
ab Apoſtolis prima, ex qua omnes. Sie om- 
nes prime & Apoſtolice, dum und omnes 
probant unitatem : dum eſt illis communi- 
cat io pacis, & appellatio fraternitatis, & 
conteſſeratio e aas. Tertul. de 
præſcript. hætetic. cap. 20. 
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Judea and planted Churches there, went abroad and decla- 
red the ſame to other Nations and ſettledChurches inCities, 
from whence other Churches have the ſame Doctrine propa- 
gated to them, which are therefore call d Apoſtolical Church- 
es, 45 the off ſpring of thoſe which were founded by them. 
Therefore ſo many and ſo great Churches, are all that one 
prime Apoſtolical Church from whence all others come. And 
thus they are all prime and Apoſtolical in regard of their 
Unity, as long as there is that communication of Peace, ti- 
te of Brotherhood, and common mark of H oſpitality. 
Wherein we ſee, that which made Churches in Iertul- 
lian i ſenſe Apoſtolical, is the embracing and continuing in 


that Doctrine which was firſt delivered by the Apoſtles ; 


and thus Churches though remote from the Apoſtolical 


times may have the denomination of Apoſtolical from 
their conſent” in Doctrine with thoſe which were 
founded by them. But here is not the leaſt inti- 
mation of any Centre of Eccleſtaſtical Communion in- 
fuſing Znzty into the Catholick Church, for this 
Unity ariſeth from that Do&rine which was de- 
clared in and propagated by all the Apoſtolical 
Churches, So likewiſe Theodoret ſpeaks, That there 
is que Church throughout the World, and there- 
fore we pray, for the Holy, One, Catholick, and 


| Apoftolick Church, extended from one end of the 


Earth to the other. Which (faith he) # divided 
by Cities, and Towns, and Villages, ſo that there 
are infinite and innumerable Churches in the Iſlands 
aud Continent, but all theſe are reduced to one, being uni- 
ted in the agreement of the ſame true Doctrine. So Con- 
ſtantine in his Epiſtle to the Biſhops who were abſent 
from the Council of Nice, faith, That our Saviour would 


have one Catholic Church, - whoſe members though diſperſed in many ſeveral 
places, yet are nouriſhed by the ſame Spirit which is the Will of God. In all 


* 
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CAP. J. 
which and many other — which might be 


, e, we ſee a quite different account given of the unity of the Catholick 

(hburch, from that which you mention as the cauſe of it; we find the 

Church call'd Catholick in regard of its large extent in the world (as is ap- 

: _ carent beſides theſe teſtimonies, from the Controverſies between S. Anti: 

and the Donatiſts) and the unity of that Catbolick Church not placed in 

) the leaſt reſpeck to the Church of Rome, but in the conſent in the Apoſtolical 

4 Dodrine in all thoſe Churches which concurred as members to make up 

| this Cabolick Church. So that the formal reaſon of any particular Churches 

: having the denomination of Catholick, muſt come not from any communi- 

, on with the Church of Rome; but from the owning the Catholick and Apoſto- 

| lick Faith, and joyning in commanion with thoſe Churches which did own 

and acknowledge it. And therefore we find that the ſy-rbol of communion 

C in the ancient communicatory letters never lay. in the acknowledgment of 

8 Chriſt's Vicar on earth, or communion with the Church of Rome, but in ſuch 

q things which were common to all Apoſtolical Churches. And therefore the 

” Church of Rome could not be then accounted the center of Eccleſiaſtical com- 

* viunion as you ſpeak, after Cardinal Perron, from whom you have Ver- 

1 batim tranſcribed all your former diſcourſe. This being therefore the ut- 

2 moſt which that great wit of your Church was able to plead in be- perroncre- 
, half of its being the Catholick, Church, it deſerves to be further conſi- els 
8 de red. eg. 
4 We come therefore to that kind of unity in the Catholick church which : 

! depends on the Government of it; and this is that, which is pretended as $- #- 

. the ground of the Roman Churches being the Catholick Churth 5 becauſe 

} though (as Cardinal Perron ſays) ſhe be in her own Being particular, yet ſhe 

V may be call d Catholic cauſally, as the center and beginning of Eccleſtaſtical 

1 Communion infuſing unity, which is the form of univerſality, into the Catholick 

x Church. This therefore muſt be more narrowly ſearched into, to ſee if 

n this were 4 known and received truth in the ancient Church. Which is ſo 

- far from it, that we find no ſuch cauſal influence from the Church of Rome 

then owned or aſſerted; but that the Catholick Church was a whole conſiſt- 

1 ing of homogeneal parts, without any ſuch ſubordination of dependence, as 

0 the contrary ſuppoſition implies. This is, by none more fully aſſerted, 

e than by ſuch who have with the greateſt zeal and induſtry ſtood up for 

s the unity of the Catholick Church, The firſt of whom is St. Gprian; in 

us whole time and writings there are very remarkable caſes occurring to 

of clear, upon what terms the unity of the Catholick Church did then ſtand. 

N The firſt 1 begin with, is the caſe which aroſe in the Church about the 

Schiſm of Novatianus, which will give us the fuller diſcovery of the 

bs grounds of unity in the Catbolick Church, becauſe the firſt riſe of this Schiſzs 

* was in Rome it ſelf. For Novatus coming to Rome in a diſcontent from 

4 Apica, falls in with Novatianus (which two names the Greek writers of ,, Rigatt. 

e the Church commonly confound ) who being likewiſe under diſcontent ad Cyr. 

4 at the election of Cornelizs to be Biſhop of Rome, was ready to joyn with 2 , 

L the other in fomenting a Schiſm. For which they made this theit 1333 Epipban. 

s That Cornelius had admitted ſuch to communion who had * in the 5%: 59. 

5 perſecution of Decius, which tended to the overthrow of the Churches pu- : /aleſ. ad 

be rity. Upon this Novatianus gets himſelf ordained, by three 5 Bi- Euſeb. I. 6. 

Nt ſhop of Rome in oppoſition to Cornelius: the fame of which Schiſme being g 

4 ſpread abroad, there was great making of parties on both ſides. Cyprian & Ra- 

- and the Churches of Africa after full m__ into it declare for — — 
P 8 
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did Dignyſovs. of Alerandria and the Churches there ; but Fabias of Antioch 
with the Churches of Pontus and Glicia ſuſpend, and rather encline to Ny. 
vatiauus, for ſome time ; till they were after, more fully ſatisfied by Di. 
ony/ius of Alexandria. Now here is a caſe wherein the grounds of unity jg 
the Catholic Church may be eaſily diſcerned, which it is plain from the 
proceedings in it, where (as in all ſuch emergent caſes) what ſhould be de- 
termined and agreed on, by the conſent of the Catholick Church 4. e. of thoſe 
Churches which all conſented in the ſame Catholick Faith, and therefore made 
up one Catholick Church. Now if the Church of Rome had been the center of 
Eccleſtaſtical communion, and had infuſed Catholick unity into the Church at 
this time, what way or poſſibility had;there been for reſtoring the Chxrches 
unity? Neither was the appeal made to forraigu Churches meerly becauſe 
Rome it (elf was divided, and ſo the Controverſie could not be ended there, 
but it appears from the whole ſtory of the proceedings, that this was looked 
on as the proper means for preſerving the unity of the Catholic Church, at 
that time; when the Faith and communion of the Apoſiolical Churches were 
Cyprian. ſo fully known and diſtinguiſhed from all others. Theſe things will more 
22%“ fully appear from S. Cyprians Epiſtle to Antonianus upon the occaſion of this 
. Schiſm. Who it ſeems at firſt adhered to Cornelius and with him to the 
Catholick Church, (not as tho' his joyning with Cornelius was the cauſe of his 
being with the Catholick Church, but becauſe in joyning with him he joyn'd 
with the Catholick Church, which declared for him; ) but it ſeems afterwards 
by ſome Letters of Novatianus he began to ſtagger, and deſires Cyprian to give 
him an account what Hereſie Nowatianws broached, and what the reaſon was 
why Cornelius communicated with the lapſed perſons. As to which particu- 
lars he endeavours to ſatisfie him, and withal to give an account why they 
joyned with Cornelius in oppoſition to Novatianas, and what the practice of 
the Church was, as to lapſed perſons, and on what reaſons it was built : 
wherein he tells him, That tho' ſome of their own Biſhops had formerly de- 
nied communion to lapſed perſons, yet they did not recede from the Unit 
of the Catholick Church, or communion of the Fellowſhips, becauſe by them 
„ TRL they were admitted. For, faith he, the bond of concord 
Catholice Becleſia indie? 2 amento, remaining, and tbe communion of the Catholic Charch 
aftum ſuum diſponit ac dirigit unuſquiſq; continuing, every Biſbop orders and diſpoſeth his own 
* . ſei Domino act ions as one that muſt give an account of his deſign to 
OR Org God. Doth S. Cyprian here ſpeak like one that be- 
lieved the Church of Rowe to be the center of Ecclefsaſtical communion ? or 
that the unity of the Church laj in acknowledging the Pope to be Chriſt's Vicar, 
or in dependence on the Church of Rome? when every Biſhop is left to himſelf 
and God, in all ſuch things which he may do, and yet hold communion 
with the Catholick Church. a CC he tells us, T hat 
Ta is one Church divided into many members throughout t 
pond — weed 6 4 on Fine world, and one epiſcopal officeſpread abroad, by the con- 
as pods eg wax gage ſenting multitude of many Biſhops. If this Church be 
ardi numerefitate d ffiſus. 1d. ib. P. 55. One in this ſenſe, and the whole Government of the 
Church be but as one Biſbopricl, as all the Biſhops unanimouſly conſent in 
the management of it; then here is not the leaſt foundation for the Catholick, 
Churches taking its denomination cauſally from the Roman Church, and much 
leſs for the Biſhops having dependence on her, or relation to her. Since the 
care and government of the Church by theſe words of Cyprian appears to 
be equally committed to all the Biſhops of the Catholick Church, And from 
thence it was, that in this Epiſtle we read that S. Cyprian writ to the Church 


of Rome after the death of Fabianwe, to adviſe them what to do in the 41 2 
3 | opſe 
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,oGd perſons, which letters of his were ſent through the world z which, 
Rea wel bterves, i _ from that uni * , FOE 
Eccleſraftical diſcipline, Cyprian, 20 ting er mitat ice diſciplind, 
but ; of all Churches was npon him, diſpatebed yd ve _ — — — 
theſe Leters to the Clergy at Rome ; from whence they ſe dediſſe literas ait ad cid. Aar verd 


were ſent through the Catholick Church, as an evidence {12107 fatun mmdum miſſer, Þ. e. per 
that — — but one Epiſcopal 7 in the whole _ 7 eee. 

art of which was committed in full power to e Ne 3 
— ſee a quite different account os T'% ar gat: * 
unity of the Catholic Church than what you from Cardinal Perron would 

r{iwade us of. It being an eaſie matter for Men of wit and parts ( eſ- 
pecially ſuch as that great Cardinal was maſter of) to coyn diſtinctions to 
make the moſt abſurd things ſeem plauſible; but yet when they come to be 
examined, they are found to have no other bottom but the invention of 
that perſon who coyned them. 

And that it is ſo as to this diſtinction of the formal, canſal, and participa- S. s. 
tive Catholick Church, will be further evident from another caſe which hap- 
pened in S. Cyprian's time, which was this. Feliciſſi mas and Fortunatus 
being caſt out of communion by a Synod of Aftican Biſhops, when they ſaw 
they could do little good in Africa, run over to Rome, and bring letters to 
Cornelius the Biſhop there, miſrepreſenting the whole buſineſs of their being 
ejected out of the Church, on purpoſe to perſwade Cornelius to admit 
them into communion. Who at firſt being unwilling to hearken to them, 
was at laſt by their threats and menaces brought to receive their letters. 
Upon which S. Cyprian writes an Epiſtle to Cormelize, wherein he tells him, 
That if the threats of ſuch profligate perſons ſhould relax the Churches diſci- 
pline, all the power and ſtrength of it would be ſoon taken away; that the 
ground of all Schiſm and Hereſſe ariſes from Diſobedience to the Biſhop. 
Certainly he doth not mean the Biſhop of Rowe, but every Biſhop in the Ca- 
tholick Church ( for it was not Cornelius but Cyprian and the African Bi- 
ſbops who were diſobeyed ) upon which he falls upon the matter of their 
epeal to a forraign Church, and after ſome fair commendations of the 

barch of Rome (the meaning of which will be afterwards examined) he 

very ſharply condemns theſe appeals to forraign Churches as unreaſonable, 

unjuſt, and diſbonourable to thoſe Biſhops, whoſe ſentence they appealed 

from. For, What canſe (faith he) could theſe perſons 

have of coming and declaring againſt their Biſhops * For Sus autem cauſa veniendi & peudo-epiſ- 


either they are pleaſed in what they have done, and con- 
tinue in their wickedneſs ; or if they are diſpleaſed at it 
and recede from it, they know whither to return. For 
ſmce it is decreed by ws all, and it is athing juſt and rea- 
ſonable in it ſelf, that every ones canſe be heard where 
the fault was committed, and my Paſtour hath a part 
of the flock, committed to him, which he js to rule and 
govern as being to give an account of it to God; it 
# requiſite that thoſe whom we rule over, ought not to 
run about, and break the concord of Biſhops by their hea- 
dineſs and ſubtilty ; but there to defend their canſe, 
where they may have accuſers and witneſſes of their faults. 
Unleſs it be, that to a few deſperate and profligate per- 
ſons the authority of the Biſhops of Africa ſeems leſs 
to them, who have already ſat in judgement upon them, 
and ſolemnly condemned them lately for their crimes, 


Pp 2 


coporum contra Epiſcopos factum nunciand!? 
Aut enim places illis quod fecerunt, ( in 
ſuo ſcelere perſeverant : Aut, ſi diſplices ( 
recedunt, ſciunt quo revertantur. Nam cum 
flatutum ſit omnibus nobis, & equum ſit 
pariter ac juſtum, ut uniuſcujuſq; cauſa i Me 
audiatur, ubi eft crimen admiſſum, ( fin- 
eulis paſtoribus portio gregis fit adſcripta, 
quam regat unuſquiſq; & gubernet, ratio- 
nem ſui alli Domino redditurus : oportet 
utiq; eos quibus præſumuss non circurncurſare 
nec Epiſcoporum concordiam coherentem ſuã 
ſubdold & fallaci temeritate collidere, ſed 
agere illic tauſam ſuam, ubi & accuſatores 
babere & teltes ſui criminis poſſint : niſi i 
paucis deſperatis & perditis minor videtur 
eſſe auctoritas Epiſcoporum in Africa conſti- 
tutorum, qui jam de ills judicautrunt, ( 
eorum conſcient iam multis delictorum la- 
que is vintam judicii ſui nuper gravitatt 


damnarunt, Cyprian: ep. 33. p. 93. 
Can 
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Can any thing be more expreſs and punctual than this teſtimony of 


Cyprian is, to overthrow that ſenſe of the Catholic Church which you 
contend for? How far were Cyprian and the African Biſhops from mak. 
ing Rome the center of Eccleſſaſtical communion, when they looked on 
appeals thither as very unjuſt and unreaſonable * What acknowledgement 
and dependence was there on the Church of Rome in thoſe who look. 
ed on themſelves as having 4 portion of Chriits flock committed 10 
them, of which they were to give an account to God alone? And | 
pray what excellent 1 were thoſe who undervalued the Autho- 
rity of the African Biſhops, and ran to Rome? 8. Cyprian tells ug, 
they were pauci, deſperati, perditi, and tranſlate theſe with as much 
advantage to your caſe as you can. S0 fatal hath it been to Rowe 
even from its firſt foundation to be a receptacle for ſuch perſons, 
And is not this a great credit to your cauſe, that ſuch perſons who 


were ejected out of communion for their crimes at home, did make 


their reſort to Rowe? and the more pious and ſtout any Biſbop- 
were, the more they defend their own privileges in oppoſition to 
the encroachment of the Roman See.» Which was apt to take advan- 
tage from ſuch Renegado's as theſe were, by degrees to get more 
power into her hands, and lift up her head above her fellon-Churcber. 
But leſt you ſhould think that S. Oprian only ſpake theſe things in 
an heat, out of his. oppoſition to theſe perſons and his delire to 
cruſh them, you ſhall ſee what his judgement was concerning the 
ſame things when he purpoſely diſcourſeth of them. For in his Book 
of the Unity of the Church, he uſeth that expreſſion. which deſtroys 


De Viitate all your ſubordinate union in the Church ; which is, Epiſcopatus unus 
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eſt, cujus a ſingulis in ſolidum pars tenetur. They who conſider and 
underſtand the importance of that ſpeech, will find nothing more 
deſtructive to your doctrine of the Catholick Church than that is. For 
when he makes the Univerſal Government of the Church to be but 
one Epiſcopal office, and that committed in the ſeveral parts of it 
with full power to particular Biſhops, can any be ſo ſenſeleſs to ima- 


gine that he ſhould ever think the Government of the Church in Ge- 


eral to depend on any one particular Church as chief over the reſt? 
And that the former words do really import ſuch a full power in 
particular Biſhops, over that part of the flock which is cammitted to 
them, appears from the true importance of the phraſe in ſolidum; a 
phraſe taken out of the Civil Law, where great difference is made be- 
tween an obligation in parte and in ſolidum, and ſo proportionable 
between a tenure in partem and in ſolidum : thoſe things were held 
in ſolidum which were held in full right and power without payments 
and acknowledgments : but where the ſw fruFus belonged to another, 
it was not held i ſolidum. 80 that when S. Cyprian faith, that 
every part belonging to each Biſhop was held in ſolidum, he therein 
imports that full right and power which every Biſhop hath over bis 
ebarge; and in this ſpeech he compares the Government of the Church 
to an eſtate held by ſeveral Freebolders, in which every one hath 2 


ful right to that ſhare which belongs to him. Whereas accord- 


ing to your principles the Government of the Church is like a Man- 
nor or Lordſhip, in which. the ſeveral inhabitants hold at the belt but 


by Copy from the Lord; and you would fain have it at the will of 
jour Lord too. But thus far we ſee S. Cyprian was from your modern nott- 


on of the Catholick Church, that he looks on the Unity of it as Wr 
1 ; | 


A. =E A AAS... A. Cie Sian Gi 


T © w» 


CAP. I. not the Catholic Church, 293 
on the conſent of the Catholic Biſhops and Chyrches under their full power, 
and not deriving that Unity from any particular Church as the Head and 
Fountain of it. And therefore in the former Schiſa at Rowe about Cor- 
nelius and Novatianns, St. Cyprian imployed two of his Colleges thither, 
Caldonius a 3 — — = 7 wa * they carried, but 
their preſence and Counſel they ald do their . * 
— — to bring the Members of that di- 3 oy” 
vided Body to the Unity of the Catholick Charch. . 
Which is certainly a very different thing from the Catholic Church's de- 
riving its Unity from the particular Church of Rome. Many other In- 
ſtances of a like nature might be produced out of the Reports of St. Cy- 
ian's time, but theſe are ſufficient to evidence how far the Uni- 
ty of the Catholick, Church was then from depending on the Church of 
Rome. | 
But, leſt we ſhould ſeem to inſiſt only on St. Cyprian's Teſtimony, it were 5. 10. 
eaſie to multiply examples in this kind; which I ſhall but touch at ſome 
of, and proceed. If the Church of Rome then had been looked on as the 
Center of Eccleſiaſtical Communion, is it poſſible to conceive that the Excom- 
munications of the Church of Rome ſhould be flighted , biber, Kale ge | 
as they were by Polycrates, for which St. Hierom — rob 2 * 
commends him, as a Man of courage? That Stephen 
ſhould be oppoſed as he was by Cyprian and Firmilian in a way ſo reflect- 
ing on the Authority of the Roman Church? That Appeals to Rome ſhould 
be ſo ſeverely prohibited by the African Biſhops 2 That Cauſes ſhould be de- 
termined by ſo many Canons to be heard in their proper Dioceſes? That, 
when the right of Appeals was challenged by the Biſhops of Rome, it was 
wholly upon the account of the imaginary Nicene Canon? That, when 
Julius undertook by his ſole Power to abſolve Athanaſius, the Oriental Bi- gat. . 
ſoops oppoſed it as irregular on that account, at the Council at Antioch ? 2. c. 5 
That, when afterwards, Paulus, Marcellus, and Lncizs repaired to Rome -y 4 1 
to Julius, and he ſeeks to reſtore them, the Eaſtern Biſhops wonder at his Socrat. 1. 
offering to reſtore them who were excommunicated by themſelves > And 2. 1. 
that as when Novatas was excommunicated at Rome they oppoſed it not, 
ſo neither ought he to oppoſe their proceedings 1 theſe Perſons. 
What account can be given of theſe paſſages, if the Onity of the Catho- 
lickChurch had depended on the particular Church of Rome Beſides, while 
the Church of Rome continued regular, we find ſhe looked on her ſelf as 
much obliged to obſerve the Excommunications made by other Churches, as 
others were to obſerve hers. As in the caſe of Marcion, who being excom- 
municated by his Father the Biſhop of Sinope in Pontus, and by no means 
prevailing with his Father for his admiſſion into the Church again; re- 
ſorts to Rowe, and with great earneſtneſs begs Admiſſion there, where 
he received this anſwer z That they could not do 
it without the command of his Father; for there 'Ov dhe dyb r inlſgonic 
i* one Faith and one Conſent, and we caunot con- Tis milgit os nin motion” lee 
tradi our worthy « Brother, your Father. This Om Id On * oy 
ſhews the Umity of the Catholick Church to pro- 2 led jr Epiphani- 
ceed upon other grounds than the cauſal influence us hætei. 42. Sect. 1. , 
of the Church of Rome, when the conſent of the 
Church did oblige the Church of Rome, not to repeal the Excommunication 
of a particular Biſhop. Upon which ground it was, that Syneſiur procee- 
ded ſo high in the Letters of Excommunication again — 3 
that 
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much deſired by other Perſons. But ſtill we find the Perſons moſt apt 
to extol her Authority were ſuch as were moſt obnoxious, who not being 
able to hold any reputation in their own Churches, where their Crimes and 
Scandals were ſufficiently known, ran preſently to Rowe, which was rea- 
dy ſtill to take their part, thereby to inhance her power : As is moſt evi- 
dent in the many diſputes which aroſe upon ſuch accounts between the 
Roman and African Biſhops. But theſe things we ſhall have occaſion to diſcuſs 
more particularly afterwards. At the preſent it may be ſufficient by theſe 
few (of very many examples which might be produced) to have made 
it appear, that it was far from being a known and received truth inthe an- 
cient Church, that the Church of Rome was the center of Eccleſiaſtical Commu- 
nion, or that the Church was call d Catholick from the union with her, and de- 


pendence upon her. 
.11, But we muſt now conſider what ſtrenuous proofs you produce for ſo 


confident an affirmation : Your inſtances therefore being the moſſ preg- 

nant to your purpoſe which you could find in Artiquity muſt be particu- 

P. 131. larly examined: Your firſt is of St. Awbroſe, relating that his Brother da- 
tyrus going on ſhore in a certain City of Sardinia (where he deſired to be 
Baptized) demanded of the Biſhop of that City whether be 
— ſe Epiſcopum loci, percnts* conſented with the Catholick Biſhops, that is (ſaith he) 
4, beef, ann Komed gclefif aus. with the Roman Church. Theſe words I grant to be in 
net. D. Ambroſ. orat. in obit. fratr. St. Amzbroſe, but whoſoever throughly conſiders them 


will find how little they make for your purpoſe. For 


which it will be ſufficient to look on the following words, which tell us, 
that at that time there was a Schiſ in the Church, and Sardinia was the 


chief ſeat of it. For Lucifer Caralitanus had newly ſe- 
Es forte & ad id locorum in Schiſmate re- 


D parated himſelf from the Church, and had left Societies 
2 = ere there which joyned in his Schiſn. For Caralis was 


44 . 4 the Metropolis of Sardinia, and it appears by St. Hie- 


men fidem e 


ein Schiſmate, d. 1b. rom, that the Luciferians confined the Church only to 
Sardinia, which is the cauſe of that expreſſion of his; 


That 
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Thet Chriſt did not come meerly for the ſake of the Sar- Nec ob Sardorum tant um Maſtrucam Del 

Aini ant. So that thoſe Luciferiavs were much like — 4 og = vhs 

the Doratiftsconfining the Church only to their own — — . 2 appellant : 
FI * | | cans 

number. Now there being fuch a. Schiſhe at that chens an nul) ofen in Sands 

time in Sardinia, what did Saiyrus any more than en- nia, in gui ſold ille Chriſti eccleſiam eſſe 

quire whether the Biſhop of the place he reſorted to elt. Erafmus in Scholiis. 


was guilty of this Schiſm or no? But (ſay you) be made that the tryal 
whether he was a Catholick or no, by asking whether he agreed with the Church 
of Rome. To which 1 anſwer, that there was very great reaſon for his par- 
ticular inſtancing in the Church of Rome. 1. Becauſe Satyras was origi- 
nally of the Church of Rome himſelf z for Paulinus in the Life of St. Ambroſe, 
{Satyrus his Brother) ſpeaking of him after his Conſecration to be Biſhop, 
fays, Ad urbem Roman, hoc eſt ad natale ſolum perrexit, He went to Rome, 
i. e. to the place of his birth ; now Satyras being originally a Roman, what 
wonder is it that he ſhould particularly enquire of the Roman Church? As 
ſuppoſe one of the Gallican Church of Arles or Vienna ſhould have been caſt 
upon ſhore in another and belonging to France at the ſame time, and 
underſtanding there was a Schiſm in the place, ſhould particularly en- 
quire whether they agreed with the Catholick Biſhops, i. e. with the Church 
of Arles or Vienna, Could you hence infer that either of theſe were the 
Center of Eccleſiaſtical Communion, and if not from hence, how can you 
from the other? Or ſuppoſe, in the time of the Doxatiſts Schiſm in Africk, 
a ſtranger coming accidentally thither and defiring Communion with the 
Chriſtians of that City he was in, (ſhould enquire of the Biſbop of the City 
whether he communicated with the Catholick Biſhops, 3. e. with the Church 
of Hippo or Carthage, Could you hence infer that Hippo was cauſally the 
CatholickChurch, and if not, with what reaſon can you do it from ſo pa- 
rallel a caſe? 2. Becauſe Sardinia did belong to the Metropolitan Pro- 
vince of the Church of Rome ; it being one of the Suburbicarian Provinces 
under the juriſdiction of the Roman Lieutenant, and conſequently one of 
the Suburbicarian Churches appertaining to the Metropolitan Power of the 
Biſhop of Rome : And therefore it was but reaſon to ask whether the Chyrches 
in Sardivia did agree with their Mother Church or no. But all this is ve- 
ry far from implying that the Uzity of the Catholick Church comes from 
the particular Church of Rome On this account, becauſe at that time when 
the Onity of the Catholick Church was preſerved by that continual Correſ- 
pondence between the parts of it by the formed letters and otherwiſe, whoever 
was known to have Communion with any one particular Church (which 
Communicated with the reſt) had thereby Communion with the Catholick 
Church. So that on that account the queſtion might as well have been asked of 
the Chyrches of Milan, Agobio, or any other in Italy as of the Church of Rome. 
For whoſoever communicated with any of them did communicate with the 
Catholick Church, as well as thoſe who did communicate with the Church of 
Rome. So that your firſt inſtance will prove no more the Church of Rome to 
be the fountain and center of Eccleſſaſtical Communion,than any other particular 
2 Your ſecond is, ou St. al ſaying, * yy boy —— E 
at the Church of Alexandria made it her glory to parti- Ali randhin Faclefil „feli klicken. 
eipate of the 2244 Faith. But doth it hence follow that ng — 2 9 * 
the Church of Alexandria was therefore Catholick, becauſe ſhe participated of 
the Faith of the Roman Church conſidered as a particular Church? For, any 
one who reads that Epiſtle will eaſily ſee, that St. Hierom there ſpeaks of 
Roman Faith, not as it proceeds from the Roman Church, but as it was 
received by it; and that he doth not uaderſtand it of the then preſent Ro- 
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man Faith, any further than it agreed with that Faith which the Apoll 
commended in them. So that the utmoſt which can be extracted out of 
this Teſtimony, is, that it was the glory of the Church of Alexandria to hold 
the ſame Faith which the Primitive Roman Church did, for which the 4 


2 


file commended it. Which is apparent by the defign of the whole Ep; le, 
which is to encourage Theophilus the Patriarch of Alexandria to ſupprels 
th: Nefarious Hereſie (as he calls it) of the Origenifts ; for, it ſeems, Theg- 
philus then dealt more mildly with them, which Hierom was diſpleaſed at. 
And therefore tells him, that although he took ſome care by the diſcipline 
of the Church to reduce them, yet that was not enough, and thence brings 
; 2 in theſe words ; But withal know, that nothing is more 
5 ren ft, bh aint up defi tha t preſerve the Rights of Cri, end no 
fire termims, ſemperque meminiſſe Roma- tranſgreſs the bounds of our Fathers,and always toremem- 
nam fidem Apoſtolico ore laudatam, cujus her ihe Roman Faith, commended by the mouth of the 
A — TRENT Apoſtle, which is the glory of the Church of Alexandria 
110. ed. Chevall. 1533. that ſhe # 4 partaker of. if you had dealt ſo fairly as to 
have cited St. Hierom's words at large, any one might 
eaſily ſee how remote they were from your purpoſe ; it being manifeſt by 
them, that St. Hierom's only deſign was; To perſwade Theophilus to aſſert 
the ancient Faith againſt the incroachments of modern Hereſies; and, to 
incourage him to it, mentions that commendation which was given to the 
ancient Faith by the Apoſtle writing to the Romans upon their receiving it; 
and therefore ſince the ſame Faith was in the Charch of Alexandria which 
the Romans were commended for receiving of, Theophilus ought to be a 
vigorous aſſertor of it, againſt the oppolitions of Hereticks. But how 
from hence we ſhould infer that the Church of Rowe was the fountain of 
Faith as well as center of Communion, 1s a thing we are yet to ſeek for, till 
you further direct us. Vet, it may be, the ſtrength of it lies in this, That 
the Roman Faith was commended by the Apoſtle. And was not the Faith of 
other Churches where it was pure, commended as well as that? And al- 
though the Fathers in their complemental addreſſes to the Church of Rome 
were pleaſed often to mention this, That the Roman Faith was praiſed 12 
Apoſtle; yet, as Rigaltius well obſerves, That the Latin 
Jie 22 n —_ — . — Faber took thoſe words of the Apoſtle, as though their 
— — Sides % Faith were more pure and ſincere than in other places 3 
hoc tantum dic at Apoſto'us ; agere ſe gra- whereas the Apoſtle only ſaith, that he gave thanks to God 
e Load 8 2233 that there was ſuch a Fe abroad, that the Romans who 
flianam ſulcepiſſe. Qu d certe ob dignitatem ſwayed the World, had embraced the Chriitian Faith, 
3 Fae 2 Which by reaſon of the dig nity of the City which was head 
pagationem conducebat, Rigaltius Obſer- Of the World, and empreſs of Nations, did conduce much 
vat. ad Cyprian. epiſt. p. 78, to the propagation of the C riſtian Faith. For that there 
was no peculiar excellency in the Roman Faith above 
the Faith of other Churches, appears from the ſcope of this Epiſtle which 
was to inſtrutt and ſettle them in the right Faith, and from the TeStiwonies 
of the Author of the Commentaries under St. Ambroſe's es 95 20 5 
7 i - mis rom himſelf. The former tells us, the reaſon W 

Keen, Feen Chris dmr 1598) Paul commended their Faith, was Becauſe though thef 
8 ſenſe. Ambrol. przfat. in epiſt. ad ſam no miracles yet they believed, though not ſo purely & 
—_ 6 they ought to have done. And afterwards ſaith, ThatS.Paul 
„ 3 commend their Faith although it were not f- 

ab uno Deo erat, interpoſito nomine C hriſti, to rule, yet ſince by that they came to worſhip God inC briſt 
cœperant venerari, gratulatur; ſciens illos 7 ejoycet hin it. knowing they might increaſe more in it. And 
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poſſe proficere v. 8. c, i St. Hierom elſe where ſpeaking without deſign or 51 
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reſt faith, Not that the Romans have any other kind of ur 
Faith thaut what all other Churches haue; but that there 11; abeant Roman filem, ni 
was greater devotion and ſimplicity in believing. And bant quam omnes Chriftt Eccleſi#;"ſed quod 
withall adds, that the very ſame faults which the 1 22. . and 
Apoittes condemned them for then, did continue ſtill met, in epiſt. ad Galat. Tom. — 
among them, the greateſt of which was Pride. And my 
if this preſeat Controverſie do not make good S. Hieromr's obſervation till 
this time, we are ſtrangely mſtaken : for what greater Pride can there be, 
than for any particular Church to arrogate the title of Catholick to her ſelf, 
and to make all others no farther Catholick than they participate of her 
faith and Communion ? | | iis ns l hs 
Your next Teſtimony is that of John, the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, S. 1. 
who did in his Epiſtle to Hormiſda, judge thoſe to be ſevered from the com- Concil-Tom. 
union of the Catholick, Church, who did not conſent in all things with the. 
See Apoſtolick e but the main force'of your teſtimonies lies in a preſum- 
ption that Men will never take the pains to examine them. We muſt 
therefore conſider the occaſion and manner of the writing this Epiſtle ; 
for thoſe words you cite, are not the words of the Patriarch himſelf, but 
of the form of ſabſeription required by Hormiſda in order to an Onion of 
the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches ; which had been then a long time in a 
Schiſme. For after that Acacius ſtood up ſo reſolutely in defence of the 
rights of his See at Conſtantinople, the Roman Biſhops (who made it then 
their deſign to infringe the liberties of other Churches the better to inhance 
their own ). would by no means admit of any. reconciiiation, unleſs the 
names of Acacius, and thoſe who defended him in that See being his Suc- 
ceſſors, as Phravita, Euphemius, Macedonizs, &c. were expunged out of 
the Diptycs of the Church 5 which being ſo unjuſt and unreaſonable a de- 
mand, for a long time the Patriarchs of Conſtantinople would by no means 
aſſent to it. But after the death of the Emperour Anaſtaſins, Juſtine ſuc- 
ceeds in the throne, one who made it his buſineſs to have this breach made 
up; in order to which he writes to Hormiſda, and earneſtly perſwades 
lim to a reconciliation; and ſo likewiſe doth the Patriarch Jobn. But 
it hath been the common practice of the Biſhops of that Church, to be 
therein unlike the Aut Judge, that they will not be wrought on by im- 
portynities 5 but have been the more implacable, the more they have been 
ſought to: as it appeared in this preſent caſe, For this ſoure and infle- 
xible Pope would not yield to any terms of Union, but upon conditions of 
his own preſcribing, which were, the expunging of Acacizs, and ſubſcribing 
that form which he ſent to them. Which when the Emperor and Patri- 
arch (aw, though they were ſufficiently diſpleaſed at it, yet out of their 
preedy deſire of peace, they were contented rather to ſwalow theſe hard 
conditions than ſuffer the Schiſzz to remain ſtill, Now it is in this form 
of ſubſcription that theſe words are contained, wherein they promiſe, not 
to recite the names of thoſe in the ſacred myſteries, who were ſevered from the 
communion of the Catholick, Church, i. e. who conſent not in all things with the 
Se Apoſtolick. But leſt theſe words being thus inſerted by the Pope him- 
elf, ſhould be interpreted to the diſadvantage of other Churches, and par- 
ticularly that of Conſtantinople ; The Patriarch makes a Preface to that 
Hub ſcription by way of Proteſtation; wherein aſter declaring the reception 
of the Pope's letters, and congratulating the hopes of Union, he manifeſts 
his own deſire of peace, and his willingneſs to refaſe the communion of 
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all Hereticks. For, ſaith he, I look on thoſe moſt holy Churches of your elder ang 
ds abs df ds, Le Ms our * — making but one Church, And af. 
ere ter, declaring his aſſent to the degrees of the ſour 
W- u Lan, Hoſtel! Petri, & meral Councils, he adds, That thoſe who oppoſed ade h 
ilius Augnſia civitati e Judged fallen off, 3 Sand Dei generali &. Apoſtolici E.. 
Joh, Patriarch. ep. later ep, brenn 35. lei, from the holy Catholick and Apoſtolich Church, 
Now when-the Patriarch was thus careful to explain himſelf, ſo as to x 
that the Church of Kome, and that of Conſtantinople, made but one Church 
when he adds what he means by the Catholick Church, viz. the truly Gene} 
and Apoſtolital Church; infer as much from Horziſda's words as you wil 
I am ſure you can do little to your purpoſe from the Patriarch, taking 
them in the ſenſe he explains hitnſelf in, by this Proteſtation. So that the 
meaning of them is only this, that as he judged the Church of Rome ; 
member of the Catholick Church (whoſęe Ornity required, that thoſe who 
were out of communion in one Church ſhould be ſo with the reſt ) ſo he 
conſented to acknowledge them juſtly extommunicated whom the Church 
Rome would have to be ſo; So that hence nothing ariſeth to your pur- 
poſe, more than will equally advance the authority of any other particy- 
jar Church; whoſe excommunications did oblige the whole Church, as we 
have ſeen already in the caſe of Sinope and Ptolemait. 
S. 13. You proceed to another Teſtimony of S. Auſtin addreſſing himſelf to the 


Donatiſts, telling them, That the ſucceſſion of the Ro- 
Numerate ſacerdotes vel ab ipſa ſede Petri tan Biſhops is the rock which the proud gates of Hell over. 
( in ordine illo Patrum quis cui ſucceſſit k | . 

videte. Ipſa eft Petra quam non vincunt ſu- come not, thereby inſonnating „that the very ſuce eſfron 
perbe Inferorum _—_ in Plalm. hoſe Biſhops is in ſome true ſenſe the Catholic Church, 
* But from whence doth it appear that the ſucceſſion ot 
the Roman Biſhops is the Rock here ſpoken of? For S. Auſtin was there argu- 
ing againſt the Doratiſts and ſhewing them the danger of being ſeparated 
from the unity of the Catholick Church ; that if they were cut off from the 
vine, they would wither _ be 3 danger to be * 5 21 ; ——— 
„ 14 infor min; in exhorts them, o come and be planted into the vine, it 
mov — ef A 3 being a grief to them to ſee them cut off, Now in order 
ite jacere. to this, he brings in the former words to acquaint them 
with the way, whereby they might better underſtand the Carholick Church, 
which could not in reaſon be confined to their own age, but muſt be deri- 
Tertul. de ved from the. Apoſtles. So that his counſel is of the ſame nature with that 
pre cripe. of Tertullian and Irenevs, who put Men upon a diligent ſearch into the 
: 3. c. 3. ſucceſſions of the Apoſtolical Churches, But now when by this ſearch they 
have found out the Catholick Church, he tells them, That is the Rock which 
the prond gates of Hell cannot overcome. For ſoelſewhere S. Auſtin calls the 
Catholick Church a Rock, as he calls it likewiſe a Houſe, and a City, in ſeve- 
ral places of theſe "now againſt W As here ——_ = -= 

it t ne, from whence all who are cut off, wither 

pd eg Rn * dye : But what is all this to the particular Church of 
Adverl, Petiliav. E. 2. c. 70, 7 96 which none of the Diſputes with the Done- 
* tiſts at all concerned? As is fully manifeſt from the 
whole management of that Controverſie; in which tho' he was ſo much 


put upon ſhewing what and where the Catholick Church was, yet he never 


once expreſſed any ſuch thing, as that the Church was called Catholick from 


any relation to the Church of Rowe, but ſtill mentions it as a particular 


Church, which with other Churches made up one Catholick Church. So in his 
| Commen- 
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Commentaries on the 44th Pſa/m : Behold Rome, faith ' © Funded... | 
he, behold Carthage, behold ſeveral other Cities; theſe 57 Roms, gore Carthogs,exce alie & alie 
are Kings daughters and have delighted the King in his rut Regem ſuum 2 Fer 
honour, but they all make up but one Queen, How in- r ft wa quedam Regins, Aug, in 
congruous had this expreſſion been, had S. Auſtin be- r 
heved the Rowan Church to be ſo much above all others, that the ground 
why any others were called Casboliek, was from their union with her; and 
therefore he muſt according to your principles have ſaluted the Church of 
Rome as the Quees of all the reſt, and made other particular Churches but as 
her daughters and hand-maids. But S. Auſtin knew of no ſuch difference, 
but looked on all particular Churches, whether at Rome, Carthage or elſe- 
where, as making vp but one Catholick Church. And to the ſame purpoſe he 
frequently ſpeaks, when he ſaies, That the Church is | 
call d One in regard of ber Unity, and Many in regard of i untatem Ecclefie, una Eccleſia y 
the ſeveral Societies of Chriſtians abroad in the world; — fant Zaleſia. 10 Fin Par oy _ 
When he calls the ſeveral Churches, members of that one An placet wobis, ut contra Eccleſias que 
Church which is ſpread all over the world, without ſet- ge. 1d. de ani Eccleſia fats whe Hate, 
ting any note of diſcrimination upon one above all yerum etiam illas Eccleſiar ſua; InScriptm- 
the reſt; When he reckons the Roman, Corinthian, ' 22 & Canonicis pariter legimus 
Galatian, 4.55 av Churches 1 and that all theſe iu, n 
and the Churches propagated from them, do conſpire #aceam de alis tam latic atg; univerſis 
in one Univerſal Church. But the places are ſo many be ＋ 1 

. . . 2 C14 ri antationtbius porretta cre- 
to this purpoſe in him, that it would look too much viz, & creſcit Eccleſia Id. c. Creſcon, 
like oſtentation to offer to prove a matter ſo evident Sππ̊ t. . 2. c. 37, 
to all that read any thing in him. And is it poſſible then for you to think 
That S. Auſtin wade the ſucceſſion of Biſhops at Rome in any ſenſe the Catho- 
lick Church * You might as well ſay, that he made the Church ſpread all 
over the world a particular Church, as that he made any particular Church 
whether at Rome orelſewhere ( for he makes no difference ) to be in any 
ſenſe the Univerſal Church. | 

But that which you ſeem to lay the greateſt force on, is the teſtimony 5. 14. 
of Optatus Milevitanws, Who, (ay you, after he had ſaid that S. Peter was Ibid. 
bead of all the Apoſtles ; and that he would have been a Schiſmatick, who ſhould 
have erected another chair againſt that ſingular oue of S. Peter, as alſo that in 
that chair of S. Peter being but one, Unity was to be kept by all; he adds that 
with Siricius then Pope he himſelf was united in communion, with whom the 
whole world (ſaith he, meaning the whole Catholick Church) agrees by commu- 
#icatory letters in one Society of communion ;, See here ( (ay you) how clearly 
he makes the union with the Biſhop of Rome the meaſure of the Catholick, Church z 
which the Biſhop calls a Feſuitiſm, and further proves himſelf to be in the Catho. 
lick Church, becauſe he was in communion with the See of S. Peter. For our 
better underſtanding the — of theſe words of Optatus, we muſt con- 
ſider the ſtate of the Controverſie between Optatas and Parmenianus, by 
which it will appear, how very lictle theſe words of his make to your pur- 
poſe. The main queſtion between the Catholicks and the Donatiſts was, a- 
bout the Catholic Church, To whom it was that title did belong. The dif- 
ficulty ſeemed the greater, becauſe there was no difference between them in 
my matter of Faith, or in the ſubſtance of the Sacraments, and therefore 
they were fain to find out other means to decide this Controverſie, than 
by either of thoſe two, For which the Catholicks made choice of theſe 
two arguments Umniverſality and Succeſſion, the former as agreeing with 
that large ſpread of the Church which was Propheſied to be in the times of 
the Goſpel, whereas the Donatiſts r Church to a Corner in Ar 5 
q 2 the 


F VP. CO CO IT” OT ON OL OO 


Lg] 


e 
9 
Fe 
f 
b, 
f 
by 
d 
1e 
re 
it 
er 
m 
h 
1 
at 
he 
ey 


<— 


300 The Roman Church © Paxil 


the latter in regard of the neceſſity of deriving themſelves from the Apoſto- 


ve 

lical Churches. Now the Donatiſts deny ing any but themſelves to be the (a. th 

tholick Church, the proof lay on their Adverſaries part, who upon all occa. fre 

ſions offer to make it good, That the Church from which the Donatiſts ſepa. ce 

rated themſelves, was the only true and Catholick Church. Accordingly ſh 

Optatas having in the firſt book diſcuſſed the matters of fact about the riſe Gi 

of the Schiſzr, the ordinations of Cecilian and Majorinus, and the proceed- m 

ings uſed for the ending the Schiſzz, in this ſecond Book, he enters on the m 

Controverſie of the Church which Parmeni anus would have to be only a. de 

mong themſelves; againſt which he urgeth firſt; that then certainly the {a 

Church could not be called W 1 = it wr ſo _—_ from its large S 

83 .. :: comprebenſion and univerſal ſpread. Had Optatw ON 

= 1045 ad fs en ag 2 bloc e ground of the free. being Catholic c0 

anabils & dig, diffuſa ? Optat. l. a. had been its union with the Church of Rome, he Ci 

would never have given that account of its being called ſo, which here he dt 

doth. After which he produceth many places of Seripture to prove the te 

large extent of the Church, and concludes, That to be the Catholic Church ce 

which was diffuſed over all the world, than which nothing can be more V 

contrary to your pretenſions, who limit and confine the Catholic (hureh B 

to your own party as the Domatiſts did. And if thoſe. arguments then W 

uſed againſt the Donatiſts had any force againſt them, they have ſtill as m 

much againſt you, who exclude ſo great and conſiderable Churches from l 

being members of the Catholick Church becauſe not of your communion, tl 

From hence Optatus proceeds to examine, Which had the better title to be W 

the Catholick Church on the account of Succeſſion; and Parmenianys reckon- ( 

ing the Cathedra in the firſt of the dotes Eccleſiæ, Optatus begins with that ti 

by which is underſtood the lawful derivation of power for governing the le 

Church, ſo Albaſpinews, (as well as others) underſtands it. Now the bi 

Controverſie was, where this Cathedra was. Optatus cc 

Cathedram Epiſcpalem, primam ——— proves, there can be no lawful power but what is derived p 

l Seat. tid. — from the Apoſtles, and therefore where the ſucceſſion C 

To is plain and uninterrupted, there and no where elſe as 

can that Cathedra be. Which Epiſcopal chair being firſt placed at Rome by A 

| S. Peter, in which he as chief of the Apoſtles ſate, ſrom whence he had his t 

| name Cephas; in which one chair Unity ſhould be kept by all; leſt the other th 

| | Apoſtles ſhould ſet up others againſt it; ſo that he muſt be Y 

E ee go ara $6 ao as er a ſchiſmatich and offender, who ſhould place another chair o 

N — hm againſt that. Therefore inſthis one chair S. Peter ſate firſt, hi 

3 8 2 ; to whom ſucceeded Linus, to him Clemens and ſo on to 0 

va letur, n3 cetert Apoſtol3 ſingulas fibi qui} Syricius who joyns with us, with whom the whole world C, 

gue defenderent : ut jamSchiſmaticu & pec- communicates by the entercourſe of formed letters. Do ſh 

_— ee! ces — you nom give an account of your chair, who challenge to ra 

eſt prima de dotibus, ſedit prior Petrus: Cui your ſelves the name of the Holy Church. To paſs by fr 

ſucceſſic Linus, Lino Clemens, &c. Damaſo that ridiculous account of the name Cephas, which di 

Siricius bodie, qui noſter eſt Socius : Cum quo 8 . . 

tots orbis commercio formatarum in una Baldwin ſuppoſes to be inſerted into thetext from ſome ni 

. „ 1 ignorant gloſs made in the margin, the main thing ſt 

ſanttam Eccleſiam vendicare: Optatus l. 2, to be conſidered, is the ſcope and deſign of thele +4 

I monkey 8 whiek ho ene ov hog 6 I 1 
; p = - 7 7 the evident ſucceſſion of the Catholic 1/hops 

3 tz © Peter in the Church of Rome, which he doth by 2 ſu 

| diſtin and particular enumeration of them. 2. From - 


thence ſhews the unlawfulneſs of ſetting up another chair in oppoſition to 


that, i. e. pretending to another right of Government than what was _ 
veye 
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veyed down from the Apoſtles ;, or ſetting up another Chair in oppoſition to 
that of St. Peter at Rome, i. e. that ſucceſſion of Biſhops which was derived 
from him. Now, ſaith he, God providing for the Unity of the Church, in- 
tended there ſhould be but one Chair in a place, ; e. that the ſeveral Apoſtles 
ſhould not in the ſame place ſet up a diſtin Cathedra or ſucceſſion of Church- 
Governours 3 and therefore though St. Paul as well as St. Peter were inſtru- 
mental in the ſettling the Church of Rome, yet, that the Churches Unity 
might be preſerved, there were not two diſtin ſeries of Biſhops, the one 
deriving trom St. Peter, and the other from St. Paul. So that Optatis his 
laying is much of the ſame nature with that of Cypriaz in the caſe of the 


gebiſi about Cornelius and Novatianys, who urgeth that moſt, That there 


oveht to be but one Biſhop in one Church, now the Biſhop and his Cathedra are 
correlates to each other. Optatws therefore ſaying that there was but one 
Cathedra at Rome, puts the Donatiſts upon this iſſue, that if they could not 
deduce their face from St. Peter at Rome, they could have no pretence 
to the Cathedra there. And therefore challengeth them to deduce the Syc- 
ceſuon of their Biſhops there, as at large appears in his following diſcourſe. 
Which could be no higher than of Macrobius from Excolpius, Encolpius from 
Bonifacius Ballitanus, as be from Victor Garbienſss, who 


25 Ubi ſedit vicher Garbienſis, à veſiris jam 
was ſent over on purpoſe from the Donatiſts in Africkto 4 de Aﬀich ad dence erratices 


make a faction and a party at Rome, among the African miſſus, Ec. Optatus ibid. 
Inhabitants there. Now this being the utmoſt ſucceſſion 

they could pretend to, and that being in oppoſition to that ſucceſſion which 
was derived from St. Peter, nothing could be more plain than that at Rome 
(about which the Conteſt was) the Cathedra could not belong to the Dona- 
tiſt / but their Adverſariesz and therefore that being by Parmenianus acknow- 
ledged one of the Dowrtes of the Catholic Church, the title of that could not 
belong to the Donatiſis but their oppoſers. This therefore doth not at all 
concern Romes heing cauſally the Catholick Church, but is only produced as a 
particular Church for a known initance whereby to decide this particular 
Controverſie of ſucceſſion. For otherwiſe the Argument would have held 
as well for any other Apoſtolical Church where the Succeſſion was clear: 
And therefore after wards he makes theCommunion with 

the ſevenChurches as plain an argument of communion with aſienum eſl. Id. ib. 

the Catholick, as he doth here of the Church of Rome. 

You may therefore every jot as well make the ſever Churches of Aſia, to be 
cauſally the Catholick Church, as the Church of Rome. And to the ſame purpoſe 
he inſtanceth i the Corinthian, Theſſalonian, Galatian 


Extra ſeptem Keceleſias quicquid foris eſt, 


Churches, as he doth in that of Rome, or the ſever Tin iter diſplicet ; bee ſi crimen putas, 
Church We ſee th Ontates his defien wes © argue nos Theſſalonicenſibus, Cor int hits, 
urcnhes. e ice then, Uptatus g as tO Galati, ſeptem Eccleſiis que ſunt in Aſia, 


ſhew that their Church from which the Dozatiſts ſepa- communicaſſe. Ibid, 
rated, was the true Catholick Church, which he proves | 
from their Communion with all the 2 Churches, which had a clear and 
diſtinct ſucceſſion from the Apoſtles their planters. And becauſe of the Vici. 
nity and Fame of Rome, and the eaſier knowing the ſucceſſion there, he in- 
ſtanceth in that in the firſt place, and then proceeds to the reſt of them. But 
withal, to ſhew the nity of all theſe Apoſtolical Churches, when he had men- 
tioned Siricius as the preſent Biſhop of — he adds, That all the world agreed 
with him in the entercourſe of the formed Leiters; not thereby intimating any 
ſupremacy of that Church above others, but to ſhew that that ſucceſſion he in- 
ſtanceth in at Rome, was of the Catholic Church, becauſe the whole Chriſtian 
orld, did agree in Communion with him that was the Biſbop there. And * 
| | e 
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— ̃ Of PS Of one Cher, it i plain, he means it of che 
db ns Cathedre p alorum ſuis Tock 63. cular Charch of Rome, xecaule every Apoitolicat 
preſidentur. Tertul. pr#feript. ad hæret. urch had an Apotolical Chair belonging to it. 80 
Eat bin Reizt I 5. e. g2: Tertullian expreſly, That in al the Apoſtolical Churches 
there were their Chairs ſtill remaining, And Euſehing 

particularly mentions the Apoſtolical Throne or Chair at Hieyuſalem, as o. 

thers do that of Mark at Alexandria, and of the reſt elſewhere. Nothing 
then can poſſibly be inferred from theſe words of Optatus concerning the 

Church of Rome, but What would equally hold for any other Apoſtolical 

Church, and how mach that is, let che Reader judge: And how much ſo- 

ever it be, it will be very little for your advantage, who pretend to ſome. 

thing peculiar to the Church of Rome above all other Churches. 

4 1 From Optatus you proceed, or rather return to St. Hierom, who, (ſay you) 
hg profeſſes the Charch # built #pon St. Peter” See, and that whoever eats the 

h Lamb, that is, pretends to believe in Chriſt, and partakes 
Ego nullum pritiuon(pr dmiun fortaſſe recti, of the Sacraments out of that houſe, that is, ont of the 
937 - Communion of that Church, is prophane, and an Alien ; 
per illam Petram edificatamEceteſiam ſci. yea, that he belongs to Antichriſt, and not to Chriſt, vbo- 
; E eber conſents not with the ſucceſſor of St. Peter. This Te- 
gt, ſpargit, bee eff, qui Chriſti nan eſt, an- ſtimony ſounds big and high at firft, and I ſhall not 
ich ti eſt. Herod. ep. 57. ad Pama.  jmpite theſe expreſſions either to St. Hierom's heat, ot 
bis flattery, although it looks the more ſuſpicious, be- 

cauſe at that time he had ſo great a Pique againſt the Eaſſera Biſhops, and 

that theſe words ate contained i a complemental Addreſs to Damaſus. 

But, fetting aſide what advantages might be gained on that account, to 
weaken the N this ory if we conſider the occaſion or nature of 

theſe expreſſions, we ſhall find that they reach not the purpoſe you deſign 

them for. We muſt therefore confider, that at the time of the writing this 

Epiſtle, St. Hierom ſeems to be in a great perplexity what to do in that di- 

viſion which was then in the Church of Antioch, concerning Pasliunt, Vit- 

lx, and Miletius ; but beſides this Schiſin, it ſeems St. Hierom ſuſpected ſome 
remainders of Arria#3ſm to be (till among them; from their demanding of 

him, Whether he acknowledged three diſtin& Hypoſtaſes in the Trinity. 
Tbeodoret. Now St. Hierom by hypoſtaffs underſtands the eſſence, as many of the Greek 
. 2. 689. Fathers did; and thence the Sardican Council defined, That there was but one 
hypoſtaſis of the Father, Son, and Spirit; and therefore he ſuſpects, that 

45 they require of him the acknowledgment of three hypoſtaſes, they 

might deſign to entrap him, and unawares betray him into Arrianiſm. And 
a * flor ſtifly in the remainder of ps Epi- 
ota ſeculartum Alte um Schola nmihit alt= Je that bypoſtaſfs properly ſignifies eſſence, and no- 
TIP Sig elſe; land em thence — — inconvent- 
ence of admitting the terms of three hypoſtaſes. Now St. Hierom being thus 

ſet upon by theſs Eaſtern Biſhops, he keeps off from Communion;with them, 

and adviſeth with the Az yptiai Confeſſors, and follows them at preſent ; 

but having received his Baptiſen in the Church of Nome, and being looked 

Sr A on as a Romam where he was, he thought it neceſſa- 
olim Chriſti veſtimenta ſuſcepi. Ib. ry to addreſs himſelf to Pope Damaſus, to know what 
22 he ſhould do in this caſe. And the rather, becauſe it 
tur, b. Roman) mien kal. St, Hierom had confented with them, they would 
BEES have looked on it as an evidence of the agreement of 

the Roman Church with thetn. Therefore he ſo earneſtly and importu- 

nately writes to Dit#zf#s concerning it, as being originally part of his 
charge, having been Baptized in that Church. 1 

r « 
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But (ſay you) whatever the occaſron of the words were, Ir it not that. 
he pd 1% Church to be built on St. Peter's See, and that 2 ont of 
the Communion of that Church, is an Alien, amd belongs to Antichriſt ? To that 
therefore 1 anſwer, 1. That he doth not ſay, that the Catholick Church is 
built on the particular Church of Rome © For it is not, ſuper banc Petram, as 


referring to the Cathedra immediately preceding; but, ſuper i lla, and 
therefore it is not improbably (oppoled by ſows r ne Bock dee refers 
to Chriſt. And, although Eraſmas doth imagine, that ſome particular 

ledge and dignity did belong to Rowe above other Churches this place; 
(which is not the thing we contend about) yet withal he ſays, that by the 
Rock we muſt not underſtand Rome; for that may de- 


generate : But we neſt underſtand that Faith which Pe- pang Ages pp Hef Cal of x 


— — 


2 
poteſt us 


ter profeſſed. And it is a much eaſier mattetf for Ma- Petru proſeſſus eft. Eraſmus in Schel. 


rianws Vidorins, to tell him, he hes, as he doth here 
in plain terms, than to be able to confute what he eee 
ſaith. And that the rather, becauſe he begins his Diſcourſe in that manner, 
Ego nullum pri mum niſi Chriftum ſequent, whereby he attributes the ſupream 
Yower, and infallible judgment in the Church only to Chriſt. For, as for 


your learned correction of premium for primum, though you follow Car- 


dinal Perron in it, yet it is without any probability at all, it being contrary 
to all the MSS. uſed by Eraſmws, Victorius, Gravins, Poſſevin, and others; 
and hath no authority to vouch it, büt only Gratian, who is condemn 
by your own Writers, for a falſifier and corrupter of Authors. 
2. I anſwer, when St. Hierom protiounces thoſe Aliens and Prophane, who 
are out of the Communion of the Church ; either it belongs not to the particular 
Charch of Rome, or, if it doth, it makes not much for your purpoſe; 
1. There is no certainty that he there ſpeaks of the particular Church of 
Rowe, but that he rather ſpeaks of the true Univerſit Church ; for it is 
plain, he ſpeaks of that Church which i built upon the Rock: Now by your 
own confeſſion, that cannot be the Church of Rome, for that you ſuppoſe to 
be the Rock it (elf, viz. the See of Peter, and therefore the Church built up- 
on it, muſt be the Univerſal Church. And that this muſt be his meaning, 
appears from his plain words, for he ſaith, por that Rock the Church is 
built, and whoſoever eats the Lamb without this houſe, is prophane 3 he can- 
not certainly mean, Whoſoever eats without the Rock, but without the Houſe 
built apon it 3 ſo that the hoxſe in the latter clayſe muſt needs be the ſame 
with that which was built on the Rock in the former. Either therefore you 


Et ſi mw minus aliis eam la bord roſa 


muſt deny the See of Peter to be the Rock, or you muſt of neceſſity aſſert the | 


bouſe built upon it to be the Univerſal Church, and not the particular one of 
Rome ʒ and conſequently the danger lies not upon Mens not being in Com- 
munion with the Roman, but with the truly Catholick, Church. And how 
from hence you will infer, That they are prophane who are out of the Roman 
Church; it would be worth our while to underſtand. 2. Suppoſe I ſhould 
grant, that St. Hierom did mean the particular Church of Rome, yet Iam not 
ſatisfied, that this comes home to your purpoſe, unleſs you could prove, that 
St. Hierom ſpake of what was neceſſarily and unalterably to be in the Church 
of Rome, and not meerly of what was in that time, when he ſpake theſe 
words. But that is your perpetual Paralogiſm in the citations of the Fa- 
thers, in praiſe of the Church of Rome, what they ſpake, and it may be de- 
ſervedly of the Church of their own time (although ſometimes their Rheto- 
rick ſwell'd too high in their Encomiaſticks) that you will needs have to be 
underſtood of the ſame Church at all times, and in our preſent Age. As 
though it were not poſlible for a Church to be eminent for purity of Rx 
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Frine in one Age, and to decline as much from it in another. But ! need 
give no other inſtance in this caſe, than St. Hierom himſeif, for if we be. 
lie ve St. Hierom in his Catalogue, the two immediate predeceſſors of Damaſus 
in the See of Rome, Libetius, and Felix were tainted with Hereſie; and that 
very Hereſie, viz. Arrianiſm, whiett St. Hierom writes to Damaſws about now. 
I pray, tell us then, Whether if St. Hierom had lived in Liberizs his time. 
would he have writ to him after the ſame rate he now writes to Damaſys ' 
if he had been of the ſame mind then, he would have been ſo far from cry. 
pling the three hypoſtaſes, that he muſt have ſubſcribed. the Arrian confelſion as 
St. Hierom tells us, Liberizs did, through the inſtigation of Fortunatiany, 
And therefore to let us ſee, on what account he was now fo liberal in his 
commendations of the Church of Rome, he begins this Epiſtle with the praiſe 

of her- preſent Orthodoxneſs inthe Catholick Faith, And 


Profligata a Jobole mala patrimonio, apud that amongſt all the diviſions and breaches of the Eaſtern 


vo (alrs incorrupta Patrum ſervatur here- 


att 3s. 


Nunc in Occidente Sl Juſlitia Churches, they preſerved the Faith of their Fore-fathers en- 


writur, in 1 2 Luciſer Wo, qui tire. That now the Sun of Righteouſneſs ariſes in the Weſt ; 
22 i K Lucifer, who fell, now reigns in the Eaſt; with 


many expreſſions to the ſame purpoſe. Which ſuppo- 


| ſition being granted true at that time, that which follows in fers very little 
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to your purpoſe, unleſs you can prove, that what was ſo then, muſt neceſ- 
ſarily continue ſo in all ages. If the Eaſt was then pre and the t 
only ſound, what praiſes belonged to the Catholic Church in general, did of 
right devolve to that part which remained ſoxrd in the opinion of thoſe 
perſons who judged ſo. You would needs therefore from hence have your 
Church accounted Catholick now, by the ſame argument that Tilly (aid 
(of the Roman Lady, who (till affirmed, , ſhe was but thirty years of age) 
that he believed it, for he had heard her (ay ſo twenty Tears before; ſo mult 
we believe your Church ſound and Catholick, becauſe it was ſaid fo of her ſo 
many hundred years ſince; as though no I»firmities or Wrinkles could 
have come upon her ever ſince. Prove your Church to be as ſound and 
orthodox, as pure and holy now, as (he was in the primitive Fathers time, 
and we will not grudge her the higheſt of thoſe commendations which were 
given her by them. But, without doing this, your Teſtimonies come to 
nothing. The ſame Anſwer will ſerve the remaining Teſtimonies of Eu- 
lalius, and the Emperor Gratian, who only ſpake of the Communion of the 
Church of Rome, as it was then: That of Fulgentius (tiling the Roman 
Church, The top of the World, only imports the eminency of it, in regard of 
the power of that City it was in, and ſo is wide enough from your purpole. 
Thus we have conſidered all that you have produced out of Antiquity, to 
prove that the Church is called Catholick, with a. particular relation to, and 
dependence on the Church of Rowe , and can find nothing atall belonging 
to her, as the center of Catholiciſm, but that thoſe things which are ſaid of 
her; and Communion with her, u relation to being called Catholick, might 
as well have agreed with any other Apoifolical Church remaining found in 
the Catholick Faith. {6548 | 

Hence it appears, that what his Lordſhip is pleaſed to term, a perfed Je- 
ſuitiſm, viz. the meaſuring the Catholick Church, by that of Rome, is really 
nothing elſe, and that the perfect miſtake belongs to you, who aſſert, that 
it was a received and known Truth in the ancient Church. Your vindication 
of the propriety of your Churches being called the Roman Catbolick Church, 
from the Roman Empire, and the Jewiſh Church, would then ſignifie ſome. 
thing, when you have proved that the Pope hath as much the Government 


of the Church, as the Rowan Emperour had of all the Provinces within the 
confines 
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confines of the Empire, or that we are all bound as much to reſort eo bens. 


as the Fews were to Jeruſalem for the ſoleinn worſhip of God. In the mean 


time the abſurdity is never the leſs for being vulgar, in calling yours, The 
Roman Catholick Church. And yet, as tho you had been only demonſtra- 
ting theſe things, you tell us very magiſterially, The truth , in all doabts 
concerning matter of DoErine,; recourſe in. 10 be had 10 S. Peter's ſucceſſor, who 
(at leaſt with 4 General Council) cam infallibly reſalve all difficulties, |. An ex- 
cellent way of proving, to ſay, The truth i, Might not Tas well ſay; The 
truth is, the Pope neither in Council, not out of it hath any Infallibility at all? 


And would not this be full as good an Arſweras yours is an Argument? But 


the very truth ir, you had rather have theſe things believed, than go about 
to prove them; leſt the weaknels'of, the arguments ſhould lay too much 


open your fond pretence of Tnfalib}lity. Before you'prove, That the Pope 


can carry his Infallibiliij out of Rome with him, ſhew us that he bath it there. 
1 grant S. Peter had been" infal/ible, tho be had never been. at Rome ; and jt 
is far from being clear, that the Pope is at all the more infallible for bis be- 
ing there. How far you haye been from proving, That the Faith of every 
particular Church is to be examined and proved to be Catholick by its conformity 
to the Faith of the Roman Church,” may abundantly appear from the pre- 
ceding diſcourſe. © Thoſe Queſtions,” which you Tay, make nothing to your 
18 concerning the Popes transferring his chair at Rome, and ibe Roman 
(lergies deſerting him and the true Faith: I ſhall ſo far believe you in, as to 
eaſe my ſelf of the trouble of conſidering them any further than hath been 


+- 


done already in the very entrance into this Conference... 


** 


o 
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And here, yoh bell us, "Tov #ow e to perform your Prowiſe, vin. to bra - 
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mine's authoritie# in behalf of the Tufalibility of the Church. of Rome. But 


for all your boaſting at firſt,” what great things you would do, you ſeem 
a alittle fearful of engaging too far, and therefore arę reſolved only to 


maintain them in general, as they make for the Iafallible Authority of the 


3s far as you dare go, I ſhall attend your motions, and doubt not to make 
it evident, that none of theſe authorities have any reference to that ſenſe, 
which you only offer to maintain them in, and that though they had, yet 
no ſuch thing as Ixfallibilii can be proved out of them. 

The firſt authority is out of S. priass Letter to Cornelius Biſhop of Rome, 


whoſe words1 am contented ſhould be teeited as fully as may be; In which 


Church, or of the Pope defining Articles of Faith'in a General Council. But, 


8.16. 


P. 133. 


he chargeth Feliciſſi mus and Fortunatus with their Com- pg ins adhuc inſuper pendoepiſcopo fibi ab 
4 | 


plices, that having ſet up a Biſhop againſt him at Car- 


ticks conflituso, e audent ad Pe- 


| 7 tri Cathedram, aq; ad Ecel Princi- 
thage, they ſail to the chair of Peter, and the principal pales; andle . * 6 


at the Romans (whoſe Faith was committed: que perfidia babere non. po 


| Church ſrom whenco the ſacerdotal Unity had its riſe, and 2 Schiſmaticis &. prophanis Iiteras ferre, 


carry Letters Fee prophane and Schiſmatical perſons, not 4, — . ft ) ad 


worum fi- 


i acceſſum. 


y the Apoſtle) were ſuch to whom perfidionſneſs could not Cyprian. ep. $5. ad Cornel. p. 16. 


e acceſs, Now the meaning of this place yon would have to be this, 


and no other, viz. that the See of S. Peter, which is the principal of all 


Churches, was ſo infallibly directed by the Holy Ghoſt, that no errour in Faith 


could have acceſs to it, or be admitted by it, if not as a particular Church, yet at 


leaſt 45 the bead of the Univerſal Church of Chriſt, and as the Fountain of Prieſt- 


IWOnity ; which S. Cyprian here expreſly affsrms that Church and See to be. 
Thus you ſum up at laſt, as the moſt which can be made of this Teſtimo- 
ay; and Which is indeed far more in all particulars'than it can amount 
to, which will appear by particular 9 of what you ru 
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Frine in one Age, and to decline as much from it in another. But I neeq 
give no other inſtance in this caſe, than St. Hierom himſe}f, for if we be. 


Vid. Firtu- ie ve St. Hierom in his Catalogue, the two immediate predeceſſors of Damaſys 
iu the See of Rome, Libecins, and Felix were tainted with Hereſie 5 and that 


very Hereſie, viz. drrianiſm, which St. Hierom writes to Damaſus about now. 
I pray, tell us then, Whether if St. Hierom had lived in Liberias his time 
would he have writ to him after the ſame rate he now writes to Damaſus 
if he had been of the (ame mind then, he would have been ſo far from ictu. 
pling the three hypoſtaſes, that he muſt have ſubſcribed the Arrian confelſion as 
St. Hierom tells us, Liberizs did, through the inſtigation of Fortunatiany;. 
And therefore to let us ſee, on what account he was now fo liberal in his 
commendations of the Church of Rome, he begins this Epiſtle with the praiſe 

of her preſent Orthodoxneſs inthe Catholick Faith, And 


Profligato a ſobole mala patrimonio, apud 777 b \ 
ws (ol1s incorrupta Patrum ſervatur here- that amongſt all the diviſions and breaches of the Laſter A 


4 25. 


Nunc in Occidente Sil Puſtitie Churches they preſerved the Faith of their Fore-fathers en- 


rk. _ _ 3 4 tire. That now the Sun of Righteouſneſs ariſes in the Il eſt 
2 ibid. mT Lucifer, who fell, now reigns in the Eaſt; with 


many expreſſions to the ſame purpoſe. Which ſuppo- 
ſition being granted true at that time, that which follows ip fers very Jitle 
to your purpoſe, unleſs you can prove, that what was ſo then, muſt neceſ- 
ſarily continue ſo in all ages. If the Eaſt was then corrupted, and the I. 
only ſound, what praiſes belonged to the Catholick Church in general, did of 
right devolve to that part which remained ſound in the opinion of thoſe 
perſons who judged ſo. You would needs therefore from hence have your 
Church accounted Catholick now, by the ſame argument that 7ill (id 
(of the Roman Lady, who till affirmed, ſhe was but irt years of age) 
that he believed it, for he had heard her ſay ſo twenty Tears before; fo mult 
we believe your Church ſound and Catholick, becaule it was ſaid ſo of her ſo 
many hundred years ſince; as though no Infirmities or Wrinkles could 
have come upon her ever ſince. Prove your Church to be as ſound and 
orthodox, as pure and holy now, as (he was in the primitive Fathers time, 
and we will not grudge her the higheſt of thoſe commendations which were 
given her by them. But, without doing this, your Teſtimonies come to 
nothing. The ſame Anſwer will ſerve the remaining Teſtimonies of En- 
lalius, and the Emperor Gratian, who only ſpake of the Communion of the 
Church of Rome, as it was then: That of Fulgentius (tiling the Roman 
Church, The top of the World, only imports the eminency of it, in regard of 
the power of that City it was in, and ſo is wide enough from your purpole. 
Thus we have conſidered all that you have produced out of Antiquity, to 
prove that the Chnrch is called Catholick, with a particular relation to, and 
dependence on the Church of Rome, and can find nothing at all belonging 
to her, as the center of Catholiciſm, but that thoſe things which are ſaid of 
her, and Communion with her, in relation to being called Catholick, might 
as well have agreed with any other Apoffolical Church remaining found in 
the Catholick Faith. 


P.132-0.5. Hence it appears, that what his Lordſhip is pleaſed to term, a perfed Je- 


ſuitiſm, viz. the meaſuring the Catholick Church, by that of Rome, is really 
nothing elſe, and that the perfect miſtake belongs to you, who aſſert, that 
it was a received and known Truth in the ancient Church. Your vindication 
of the propriety of your Churches being called the Roman C atholick Church, 
from the Roman Empire, and the Jewiſh Church, would then ſignifie ſome- 
thing, when you have proved that the Pope hath as much the Governwen? 


of the Church, as the Rowan Emperour had of all the Provinces wh 9 
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(lergies deſerting him and the true Faith I ſhall ſo far believe you in, as to 
eaſe my ſelf of the trouble of conſidering them any further than hath been 
done already in the very entrance into this Conference. 
And here, you tell us, Lon nom come to perform your Promiſe, viz. to exa - S. 16. 
mine more fully his Lordſhips pretended ſolutions (as you call them) of Bellar- 
mine's authorities in behalf of the Infallibility of the Church of Rome. But 
for all your boaſting at firſt, what great things you would do, you ſeem 
a little fearful of engaging too far, and therefore are reſolved only to 
maintain them in general, as they make for the Infallible Authority of the 
Church, or of the Pope defining Articles of Faith in a General Council. But, 
as far as you dare go, I ſhall attend your motions, and doubt not to make 
it evident, that none of theſe authorities have any reference to that ſenſe, 
which you only offer to maintain them in, and that though they had, yet 
no ſuch thing as Infallibiliiy can be proved out of them. | 
The firſt authority is out of S.Cypriar's Letter to Cornelius Biſhop of Rome, F. 133. 
whoſe words I am contented ſhould be recited as fully as may be; In which 
he chargeth Feliciſſi mus and Fortunatus with their Com- Pu ita adbuc inſuper pſendoepiſcapo ſibi ab 
plices, that having ſet up a Biſhop againſt him at Car- heretics conflituto, navigare audent ad Pe- 
thage, they ſail to the chair of Peter, and the principal _ 2 
Church from whenca the ſacerdotal Onity had its riſe, and 3 Schiſmaticis & prophanis literas ferre, 
carry Letters ou prophane and Schiſmatical perſons, not 4, fl 4 omen f ao” 1 
conſedering that the Romans (whoſe Faith was committed quo perſidia habere non poſſir 2 
by the Apoſtle) were ſuch to whom perfidionſneſs could not Cyprian. ep. 35. ad Cornel. u. 16. 
have acceſs. Now the meaning of this place you would have to be this, 
and no other, viz. that the See of S. Peter, which ir the principal of all b. 13 
Churches, was ſo infallibly directed by the Holy Ghoſt, that no errour in Faith 
could have acceſs to it, or be admitted by it, if not as a particular Church, yet at 
leaſt as the bead of the Univerſal Church of Chriſt, and as the Fountain of Prieſt- 
If Unity ; which S. Cyprian here expreſly affirms that Church and See to be. 
Thus you ſum up at laſt, as the moſt which can be made of this Teſtimo- 
ay; and which is indeed far more in all particulars than it can amount 
to, which will appear by particular 3 of what yon * in 
r. anſwer 


——ů — 2— 


306 


Sect. 3. n. 
3, &c. 


F. 113. 


| T he Roman Church PA = 


anſwer to his Lordſhip. Three thinks his Lordſhip anſwers to this Place 
1. That perſidia can hardly ſtand here for errour in Faith; and if ſo, then thi, 
can make nothing for I»falibility. 2. That ſuppoſing it granted to ſignifi er. 
rour in Faith and Doctrine, yet it belongs not to the Romans abſcluteh, but 
with a reſpecł to thoſe firſt Romans whoſe Faith was commended by the Apoſtle. 
3. That it ſeems to be rather a Rhetorical inſinuation, than a dogmatical aſerti- 
on. And that 8. Cyprian could not be ſuppoſed to aſſert herein the Pope, Jy- 
fallibility, appears by the contracts between him and the Biſhops of Roy, 
This is the ſhort of his Lordſhips anſwer to this place, to which we myg 
conſider what you reply. 1. His Lordſhip ſays, That perfidia can hardly ſtand for 
errour in Faith or misbelief, but it properly ſognifies malicious falſhood in matte 
of truſt and action, not errour in Faith, but in fact againſt the diſcipline and Gy. 
vernment of the Church. And to make this interpretation appear the more 


- probable, his Lordſhip gives an account of the ſtory which was the occaſion 


of writing that Epiſtle, which is this, as his Lordſhip reports it from Birjzy 
and Baronias; In the year 255. there was a Council in Carthage in the cauſe of 
two Schiſmaticks, Feliciſſimus and Novatian, about reſtoring of them to the 
communion of the Church, which had lapſed in time of danger from Chriſtianity 
to Idolatry. Feliciſlimus would admit all even without penance, and Novatian 
would ad mit none, no not after penance. The Fathers 42 in number went, ts 
Truth led them, between both extreams. To this Council came Privatus a known 
Heretick, but was not admitted becauſe he was formerly excommunicated, and 
often condemned. Hereupon he gathers his Complices together, and chooſes one 
Fortunatus (who was formerly condemned as well as himſelf.) Biſhop of Car. 
thage, and ſet bim up againſt S. Cyprian. This done Feliciſſimus and his 
Fellows haſte to Rome with letters teſtimonial from their own party, and pretend 
that 25 Biſhops concurred with them: and their deſire was to be received into 
the communion of the Roman Church, and to have their new Biſhop acknowledged, 
Cornelius then Pope, though their haſte had nom prevented $.Cyprian's let- 
ters, having formerly heard from him, both of them, and their Schiſm in Affick, 
would neither hear them, nor receive their letters. They grew inſolent and furi- 
ous (the ordinary way that Schiſmaticks take.) Upon this Cornelius writes to 
S. Cyprian, and S. Cyprian in this Epiſtle gives Cornelius thanks for re- 
fuſing theſe African fugitives, declares their Schiſm and wickedneſs at large, 
and encourages him and all Biſhops to maintain the Eccleſiaſtical Diſcipline and 
cenſures againſt any the boldeſt threatnings of wicked Schiſmaticks. This be- 
ing the ſtory, his Lordſhip ſays, He would fain know why perfidia (all cir- 
cumſtances conſidered) may not ſtand here in its proper ſenſe for cunning and per- 
fidious dealing, which theſe Men having praftiſed at Carthage, thought nom to 
obtrude upon the Biſhop 7 Rome alſo, but that he was wary enough not to be 
over-reached by buſie Schiſmaticks * This demand of his Lordſhip ſeeming 
very juſt and reaſonable we are bound to conſider what reaſons you give, 
why perfidia muſt be underſtood for errour in Faith and not in the ſenſe here 
mentioned. Why calls he (ſay you) S. Peter's chair, Eccleſiam principa- 
lem ( the chief Church ) but becanſe it is the head to which all other Churches 
muſt be ſubordinate in matter of doFrine ? the words following ſignifie as much, 
Uande unitas ſacerdotalis exorta eſt, form which chair of S. Peter as it were 
from its fountain, unity in Prieſt hood and conſequently unity in Faith derived. 
My brings he the Apoſtle as Panegyriſt of the Roman Faith ? 1s it forſooth, 
becauſe no malicious falſhood in matter of truſt or errour in fait againſt the 
Diſcipline and Government of the Church can have acceſs unto them, as the 
Biſhop will needs miſenterpret the place? or rather becauſe no errour in Faith can 
approach the See Apoſtolick ? Certain it is, perfidia in this ſenſe, is diametri- 
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$. Cyprian to himſelf mult by thoſe words of Eccleſia principalis only under- 
ſtand the dignity and eminency, and not the power, much leſs the Infallibility 


of the Church of Rome. And no more is implyed in the Second, That it 3s Nn. de 
ſaid to be the fountain of Sacerdotal Unity, which ſome think may probably re- preſipr.c 


fer tothe Prieſthood of the Church of Africk, which had its riſe from theChurch 


7. Ind. 1, 


of Rome, as appears by Tertullian and others, in which ſenſe he might very . 32. 


well ſay, that the Unity of the Prieſthood did ſpring from thence ;, or if it be ta- 
ken in a more large and comprehenſive ſenſe, it can import no more than that 
the Church of Rome was owned as the Principium Unitatis, which certainly 
is a very different thing from an infa/ible judgment in matters of Faith. 
For what connexion is there between Unity in Government, and Infallibility 
in Faith 2 Suppoſe the Church of Rome ſhould be owned as the principal 
Member of the Catholick Church, and therefore that the Onity of the Church 
ſhould begin there in regard of the dignity of it, doth it thence follow that 
there muſt be an abſolute ſubordination of all other Churches to it > Nothing 
then can be inferr'd from either of thoſe particulars, that by peridia, error 
in Faith muſt be underſtood, taking thoſe two expreſſions in the moſt fa- 
vourable ſenſe that can be put upon them. But conſidering the preſent 
ſtate of the Church of Nome at the time when Feliciſſimus and Fortunatus 
came thither, I am apt to think another interpretation more probable than 
either of the foregoing. For which we muſt remember that there was a 
Schiſm at Rome between Novatianus and Cornelius, the former challenging 
to be Biſhop there, as well as the latter, upon which a great breach was 
made among them. Now theſe perſons going out of Africa to Rowe, that 
they might manage their buſineſs with the more advantage, addreſs them- 
ſelves to Cornelius and his party 3 upon which S. Cyprian ſaith, Navigare 
audent ad Petri Cathedram atque ad Eccleſiam principalem, unde Unitas ſacerdo- 
tali exorta eſt, thereby expreſſing their confidence that they not only went to 
Rome, but when they were there, they did not preſently fide with the Schiſ- 
matical party of the Novatians there, but as tho they had been true Catho- 
licks, they go to Cornelius, who being the legal ſucceſſor of S. Peter in op- 
poſition to Novatianus, calls his See the chair of S. Peter, and the princi- 
pal Church, and the ſpring of the Unity of the Prieſthood ; becauſe the contra- 
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anſwer to bis Lordſhip. © Three thinks hie Lordſhip anſwers to-this plac 


ry b. x, That perfidia can hardly flavd hers for errowr in Fetth ; and if ſo, then this 


P. 113. 


of writing that Epiſtle, which is this, as his Lordſhip.repotts it from Nr 


cenſures againſs 


muſt be ſubordinate in mattor of doctrins ? the words 


can make nothing for I=fabbbiliy..- . That ſuppoſing it granted 10 fi. 
rour in Fab and Doctrine, yet it belongs not to the Romany e © 
with a to thoſe firs, Romans whoſe Faith m commended by the Aufl. 


3. That it ſeenvs 10 be rather a Rbetorisal influmation, than 4 dogmatical afferts. 


on. And that 8. could not be ſuppoſed to afſert herein the Pope; Ip. 
falibiltty, + by the contra#s between bim and the Biſhops of Raw: 


This is the ſhort of his Lordſhips anſwer to this place, to which we muſt 
conſider what you reply. 1. His Lordſbip ſays, That perfidia can hardly tend fo 
errour in Faith or misbelief, but is properly ſignifies maliciows falſbvnd in matier 
of truſt and action, not errom in Faith, but in fait againſt the diſcipline and Gy. 
veruvent of the (hure. And to make this interpretation appear the mote 
probable, his Lordſhip gives an account of the ſtory which was the occaſion 


and Barons; In the year 255. there was « Council in Carthage in the cauſe of 
1wo Schiſmaticks, Feliciflimus and Novatian, . about reſtoring of then io the 
communion of the Church, which had lapſed is time of danger from Chriſtianity 
to Idolatry. Feliciſſimus would admit all ever without penance, and Novatian 
would ad mit none, no not after penance. The Fathers 42 in number went, as 
Truth led thew, between both extreaws. To this Council cane Privatus 4 kroon 
Heretich , but was not admitted becauſe he was formerly excommunicated, and 
often condemned. Herenpon he gathers his Cuunplices together, and chooſes one 
Fortunatus (who was formerly condemned ad well «s Waal) Biſhop f Car- 
thage, and ſet him up againſt $. Cyprian. Ihis done Yeliciſiimus and his 
Fellows haſte to Rome with letters f | 
that 25 Biſhops concurred with them: and their deſite was to he received imo 
the commmnion of the Roman Chutteh, amd to baue their new Biſhop ac lromledged. 
Cornelius be Pope, though their beſte had now. prevented S. Cyprian / let- 
ters, having formerly heard from him, both of them, and ther Schiſm in Aſtick, 
would neither hear theme, nor receive 1beir letters. they grew ia ſolent and furi- 
on (the ordinary way that Schiſmatichs take.) Upon this Cornelius writes to 
S. Cyprian, and S. Cyprian in b Epiſtle gives Cornelius thanks for te- 
fuſing theſe African fugitives, declares their Schiſm and wickedneſs at large, 
and encourages him and all Biſhops to maintain the Ecchſiaftical Diſcipline and 
any the boldeſt threatnings of wicked Sehiſmaticks. This be- 
ing the ſtory, his Lord ſhip ſays, He would fain know why perfidia (all cir- 
) away not flend bere in ite proper ſenſe 
aling, which theſe Men having pradiifed at Carthage,  thovght nom to 
Rome alſo, but that he was wary.enough not to be 


very juſt and reaſonable we are bound to conſider. what reaſons you give, 
why perfidia muſt be underſtood for errour im Faith and not in the ſenſe here 
mentioned, Why cali he (ſay you) &. Peter's chair, Ecclefiam principa- 
lem ( the chief Church ) but becauſe it is the bead to which all other Churches 
following ſignifie as much, 
Uade unitas ſacerdotalis exorta eſt, ſom _ ebair of S. . 72 uy 
from its fountain, in Prieſt lood and cum ntly unity in Fail ve 
Why brings he a Ap 223 of the Roman Faith ? Is it forſoo 
becauſe no malicious falſhood in matter of truſt or erronr in fa againſi i 
Diſcipline and Government of the Church can baue acteſs unto them, an the 
Biſhop will needs miftnterpret the place ? or rather becauſe no errour in Faith can 
approach the See Apoſtolick ? Certain i is, perfidia' in this ſenſe, is n 
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onial from their own party, and pretend 


* ennning and per- 


bie 8chiſmatiths # This demand of his Lordſhip ſeeming | 
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— * to the Fatth of the Romans immediately before commended | the 
call 1 Cobieb was true ſtian Faith ) and conſequently i — 
be talen for the quite contrary, viz. mubelief or error in Fait Three 


nts in theſe words you produce, why perfidia muſt be under- 
—＋ error in Faith. 1. Becanfe the Church of Rome is called the chief 
Church ;, but is it not poſſible it ſhould be called ſo in any other ſenſe, but 
as the bead of all other Churches in matter of doFrine 2 ls it not ſufficient- 
y clear from Antiquity, that there were other accounts of calling the 
(burch of Rome the chief or principal Church, as the eminency of it joyned with 
the power of the City. (the potentior principalitas in -Irenezs ) which ad- 
vanced its reputation to the height it was then at? What matters of do- 
#rine do you find brought to the Church of Rome to be Infallibly deci- 
ded there in S. Cyprian's time? how little did S. Gpriaz believe this, when 
he ſo vehemently oppoſed the judgment of Stephen Biſhop of Rome in the 
| caſe of rebaptixation? Doth he write, ſpeak, or carry himſelf in that 
Controverſie like one that owned the Church. of Rome to be head of all other 
Churches, to which they muſt be ſubordinate in matter of doctrine? Nay in 
the very next words S. Cyprian argues againſt appeals to Rome; and is it 
poſſible then to think, that in theſe words he ſhould give ſuch an abſolute 
power and awthority to it? And therefore any one who would reconcile 
$. Cyprian to himſelf muſt by thoſe words of Eccleſia principalis only under- 
ſtand the dignity and emizency, and not the power, much leſs the [wfalibility 


of the church of Rome. And no more is implyed in the Second, That it is . 
ſaid to be the fountain of Sacerdotal Unity, which ſome think may probably res reſripe.c. 


fer tothe Prieſthood of the Churchof A ict, which had its riſe from theChurch 1c. 


of Rome, as appears by Tertullian and others, in which ſenſe he might very . 32. 


well ſay, that the Unity of the Prieſthood did ſpring from thence ; or if it be ta- 
ken in a more large and comprehenſive ſenſe, it can import no more than that 
the Church of Rome was owned as the Principium Unitatis, which certainly 
is a very different thing from an infalible judgment in matters of Faith. 
For what connexion is there between Unity in Government, and Infallibility 
in Faith 2 Suppoſe the Church of Rowe ſhould be owned as the principal 
Member of the Catholick Church, and therefore that the Onity of the Church 
ſhould begin there in regard of the dignity of it, doth it thence follow that 
there muſt be an abſolute ſabordination of all other Churches to it > Nothing 
then can be inferr'd from either of thoſe particulars, that by perfidia, error 
in Faith muſt be underſtood, taking thoſe two expreſſions in the moſt fa- 
vourable ſenſe that can be put upon them. But conſidering the preſent 
ſtate of the Church of Rome at the time when Feliciſſumas and Fortunitys 
came thither, I am apt to think another interpretation more probable than 
either of the foregoing. For which we muſt remember that there was a 
Schiſm at Rome between Novatianws and Cornelivs, the former challenging 
to be Biſhop there, as well as the latter, upon which a great breach was 
made among them. Now theſe perſons going out of Africa to Rome, that 
they might manage their buſineſs with the more advantage, addreſs them- 
ſelves to Cornelius and his party ; upon which S. Cyprian ſaith, Navigate 
audent ad Petri Cathedram atque ad Ercleſſam principalem, unde Unitas ſacerdo- 
tali exorta eſt, thereby expreſſing their confidence that they not only went to 
Rome, but when they were there, they did not preſently fide with the Schiſ- 
matical party of the Novatians there, but as tho' they had been true Catho- 
licks, they go to Cornelius, who being the legal ſucceſſor of S. Peter in op- 
Poſition to Novatianas, calls his See the chair of. S. Peter, and the princi- 
pal Church; and the ſpring of the Unity of the Prieſthood z becauſe the contra- 
tins r 1 


ry 
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Ibid. 


ry party of Noudtionus had been the cauſe of all the Schiſm and diſuricy 
which had been among them. And in this ſenſe which ſeems very agree. 
ans words and deſign, we may eaſily underſtand what thi, 


able to S. Cypri 
perfidia was, wiz. that falfexsſs and perfidious dealing of theſe perſons, that 
although they were Sebiſmctichy themielves, yet they were ſo far from 
ſeeming ſo at their coming to Rowe, that as though they had been v 

good Catholicks, they feek to joyn in communion with Cornelius and the 
Catboljeh party with him. By which we fee what little probability there 
is from thaſe expreſſions that perfidia muſt be taken, for an errour in Fai, 
But, 3. You ſay, Ts what 3 elſe doth he mention F. Paul's commend... 
tian of their Faith, f this perfidia were not immediately oppoſite to it? But 
then inform us what part of that Apoſtolical Falib. was it, which Felicjj. 
mur and Fortunatas fought to violate at Rowe ? It is apparent their whole 
deſign was to be admitted into communiox with the Church of Rome (which 
in all probability is that acceſs here ſpoken of): if therefore this perfgj, 
imported ſome errour in Faith, it muſt be ſome erraur broached by thoſe 
particular perſons as contrary to the old Roman Faith which was extolld 
by the Apeſtle. And although theſe perfons might be guilty of erroury, 


yet the ground of their going to Rome, was not upon any matter of Dy. 


Frine, whereby they fought to corrupt the Church of Rome, but in order 
to the juſtifying of their Schi/zze, by being admitted into the communion of 
that Church. Notwithſtanding then any thing you have produced to the 
contrary, there is no neceſſity of underſtanding perfidia, for an erroxr in 
matter of Faith. And 8. Cypriar's mentioning the praiſe given to the Romans 
for their Faith by the Apoſtle, was not to ſnew the oppolition between that 
and the perfidia as an errour iu Faith, but that being the greateſt Eloginm of 
the Church of Rowe extant in Seripture, he thought it now moit convenient 
to uſe it, the better to engage Cormelizs to oppoſe the proceedings of the 
Schiſmaticks there. Although withal, I ſuppoſe, S. Cypriar might give 
him ſome taſt of his old office, of Rhetoriclan in the alluſion between f- 
des and perfidia, without ever intending that perfidia ſhould be taken in 
any other ſenſe than what was proper to the cauſe in hand. 

You having effected fo little in the ſolution of his Lordſhips firſt anſwer, 
you have little cauſe to boaſt in your following words, That hence his other 
explication alſo vaniſhes into ſmoak, viz. where he aſſerts that Pertidia non po- 
teſt may be taken byperbolically for non facile poteſt ; becauſe this interpretation 
ſuits not with thoſe high Eloginms given by S. Cyprian to the Roman Church, 
as being the principal Church, the Church whence Duity of Faith and Diſcipline 
is derived ta all other Chriſtian Churches. If you indeed may have the li- 
berty to interpret $. Opriaus words as you pleaſe, by adding ſuch things 
to them, of which there is no intimation in what he ſaith, you may make 
what you pleaſe unſuitable to them. For although he calls it be principal 
Church, pom whence the Onity of the Prieſthood is ſprung; yet what is this to 
the Unity of Faith and Diſcipline as derived thence to all other Churches, 
as you would perſwade the unwary reader that theſe were $.Cyprians words, 
which are only your groundleſs interpretation of them. And therefore 
there is no ſuch improbability in what his Lordſhip ſays, That this may be 
only a Rhetorical exceſs of ſpeeeh, in which S. Cyprian way laudando præci- 
pere, by commending them to be ſuch, inſtrut# them that ſuch indeed they 
ought to be, to whom perfidiouſneſs ſhould not get acceſs. And for this he 
inſtanceth in ſuch another Rhetorical expreſſion of Syeſiws to Theophilu of 
Alexandria, wherein he tells him that he onght to eſteem what his Throne 
ſhould determine as an Oracle or Divine Law. And certainly this _ 

| neare 


CuAb. I. nor the Catbolich Church. 809 


nearer lofallibility than that of St. Cyprian doth. But what inconveniency 


there ſhould be, that St. prian by this Dey ſhonld give no mote 
prerogative to the Church of Rome, than to that of Alexandria or Antioch, | 
cannot eafily imagine till you prove ſome greater Infabibility attributed 


then to the Church of Rome, than was to other Apoſtolical Churches : Which 


as yet we are to ſeek for. 1 _ 
But at length (you tell us) after mach ado he grants perfidia way be taken 
for errour in Faith, or for perfidious Misbelievers and Schiſmaticks, who had 
betrayed their Faith; but them (ſay you) be cavils with the word Romanos. 
This muſt be limited only to thoſe Chriſtians, who then lived in Rome, to whom 
à tales, as long as they comtinned ſuch, errour in Faith could not have acteſ;, 
What you fay, his Lordſhip doth at length, and after much ado, he did free- 
ly and willingly 3 but that you might have occaſion for thoſe words, you 
altered the courſe of his axſwers, and put the ſecond in the laſt place. But 
ſtill you have the unhappineſs to miſunderſtand him. For although he 
grants that perfidia may relate to errour in Faith, yet as it is here uſed, it is 
not underſtood of it abſtratly but concreteiy, for perfidiogs micbelievers, 
i. e. ſuch perfidious Perſons, excommunicated out of other Churches, were 
not likely to get acceſs at Rome, or to find admittance into their Commu- 
nion. And in this ſenſe, it is plain that St. Oprian did not intend by theſe 
words, to exempt the Romans from poſſability of error, but to brand his 


_ 'Adverſaries with a title due to their merit, calling them perfidiow, 3. e. 


ſuch as had betrayed or perverted the Faith. When you therefore ask, 
is not this great praiſe 2 1 1 none but your ſelf would make a queſti- 
on of it, vx. that the Church of Rome had then ſo great purity as not to 
admit ſuch perfidious Misbelievers into her Communion. And it were 
well if the preſent Church of Rome were capable of the ſame praiſe. But 
when you add, It is as if St. Cyprian ſhould ſay St. Peter's See could not err 
fo long as it continued conſtant in the Truth; you wiltully miſunderſtand 
his Lordſhip's meaning, who ſpeaks of the Perſon and not meerly of their 
errors; but however, is it not a commendation to ſay that the Church of 
Rome conſiſted of ſuch Perſons then who adhered to the Apoſtolical Faith, 
and therefore error could not have acceſs to them? And I look on it as ſo 


great a commendation, that I heartily wiſh it could be verified of your 


Church now. Neither is this any ſuch Identical Propoſition as that you 
produce, but only a declaration of their preſent conſtancy, and inferrin 
thence, how unlikely it was that errors ſhould be admitted by them. His 


Lordſhip to make it plain that St. Cyprian had no meaning to aſſert the 
unerr ing Infallibility of either Pope or Church of Rome, inſiſts on the conteſt - 


which after happened between St. Cyprian and Pope Stephen; upon which 
he faith expreſly, That Pope Stephen did not only 


maintain an error but the very canſe of Hereticks, and Stepbanus frater noſter Hereticorun can- 


Ibid. 


that againſt Chriſtians and the very Church of God. And — date & contra Dei Eccle- 


Cypr. ad Pompeium 


after this he chargeth him, with obſtinacꝝ and preſum- per Eraſm. Baſil. p. 327, 


Ption ; And ] hope this is plain enough (ſaith his Lord- . 


ſhip) to hem that St. Cyprian had no great opinion of the Roman Infallibility. 


To this you anſwer, With a famous diſtinction of the Popes erring as a pri- k. 134 


vate Doffor, and as the Univerſal Paſtor, and that St. Cyprian might very 
well be ſuppoſed to think the Pope erred only in the firſt ſenſe. Not to ſpend 
time in riflizg this diſtinction of the Popes erring Perſonally, but not ju- 
dicially, or as a private DoFor, but not as Univerſal Paſtor, which it were 
an be matter to do, by manifeſting the incongruity of it, and the abſur- 
ities conſequent upon it, in caſe that Docłrine which the Pope errs in, 
comes 
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comes to be judicially decided by him; It is ſufficient for us at preſent 10 
ſhew that this diſtinction cannot relieve you in our preſent caſe, For 
your Doctors tell us, the Pope then errs perſonally and as a private Do, 
when he errs only in his own? judgment without obliging others to believe 
what he judges to be true; but then he errs judicial and as Univerſal Py. 
for, when he declares his judgment ſo as to oblige others to receive it ag 
true. Now can any thing be more evident than that St. Cyprian judged 


Pope Stephen to err in this latter, and not in the former ſenſe ? For doth he 


not abſolutely and ſeverely declare himſelf againſt St. Cyprian's Opinion: 
Condemning it as an error and an innovation? But ſay you, He did not 
property define any Doctrine in that Conteitation ; but ſaid nihil innovetur 
nĩſi quod traditum. But was not that the queſtion what was traditum 
and what not, for Cyprian and his Party denyed it to be a Tradition, which 
Stephen aſſerted was ſoz and doth he not therefore undertake to define 
ſomething in this cauſe ? But ſay you, If this argument hold good againſt 
the Infallibility of Popes, viz. that St. Cyprian held Pope Stephen erred, 
therefore the Pope may err in matters of Faith; it will be a good conſequence alſq 
to ſay, St. Cyprian held Pope Stephen erred, even whilſt he maintained an 
univerſal immemorial Tradition. therefore the Pope may err whilſt he fol- 
lows ſuch a Tradition. I anſwer, 1. Who beſides you, would not have 
ſeen, that the queſtion was not, Whether the Pope was Infallible or no, 
but whether St. Cyprian judged him to be Infallible or no? For if it appear 
that St. Cyprian did not judge him Iafallible, then thoſe former words 
cannot be interpreted to ſuch a ſenſe as doth imply Infallibility. 2. No 
doubt if the Pope may err in other things, he may err when he thinks he 
follows an univerſal immemorial Tradition; not that he doth err, when he 
doth really follow fuch a one, but he may err in judging that to be an 
univerſal immemorial Tradition which is not: And this was the caſe be- 
tween St. Cyprian and Pope Stephen; the Pope pretended to follow an uni- 
verſal Tradition St. Cyprian judgeth him to err in it, and that it was not 
ſo. And is it not plain ſtill, notwithſtanding theſe frivolous pretences, 
that St. Cyprian had no opinion at all of the Pope's Infallibility in any ſenſe? 
And therefore out of honour to him, you are bound to interpret his for- 


mer words to ſome other ſenſe than that of any Infallibility in the Church 


of Rome. Thus all his Lordfhip's Anſwers ſtanding good, you have 
gained no great matter by this firſt Teſtimony of St. Gprian. | 

The ſecond Authority is out of S. Hierow, whoſe words are, The 

: ' Roman Faith commended by the Apoſtle, admits nit 

Attamen ſeito Romana fidem Apoſtolick ſuch præſtigiæ, deceits and deluſions into it, though an 

voce laud at am ejuſmodi præſt igias non re- l 

cipere, etiamſi Angelus aliter annunciet, Angel ſhould Preach it OT. it was Preached 
quam ſemel predicatum eft, Pauli autho- at firſt, being armed and fenced by St. Paul's Authority 
ritate munitam non piſſe mut ai. Hicron, , e 
I. 3. Apol. c. Ruff. cap. 4. it cannot be changed. Here you tell us, Ton willing 
ly agree with his Lordſhip that by Romanam fidem, 

St. Hierom underfFands the Catholick Faith of Chriſt, and ſo. you concur 

with him againſt Bellarmine, that it cannot be underitood of the particular 

Church of Rome. But by the way you charge your Adverſaries, with 

great inconſequence, that in this place they make * and Catholick to be the 

Same, and yet uſually condemn you for joyning as Synonyma's Roman and Ca- 

tholick together. A wonderful want of judgment! as though the Roman 

Faith might not be the Catholick Faith then, and yet the Catholick Faith 

not be the Rowan Faith now. The former ſpeech only affirms that the 

Faith at Rome was truly Catholiek; the latter implies that no Faith can 


be Catholick but what agrees with Rome: And think you there is no diffe- 
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by St. Hierom or any elſe can have no. force in it 
the immutability of the Faith of the Church of 

weak a foundation, there can he n greater, f 
there is in the ground on which it is built; 
this Argument, the Church of 3 be as J TY we, K 
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| 2 e ſenſe be meant thus, that St. Hierom ſuppoſed it beyond the 5 5 


wer of an Augel from Haven to alter the Failh of the Rowan Church. For : 
fache very ſame 4 4 expreſſech his great fears, leſt the Faith of "= 
the Roman: hood. * corrupted by the Booky of Rufn. But, ſay you, 


though St. Hieroe ſhould here | 

ſpeak of the Primitive and Abaton Faith which was then received at 
ne, that it could receive no alterations yet this was very per nent to 

be told Ruffinus, becauſe St. Hierom charges him with an endeavour to 

ſubvert the Faith not meerly at Rome, but in all other places, by publiſh 

ing the Books of Origen ith an Excomiaitich Preface to them; /atid there- 

fore the telling him, The Catholick, Faith would admit of no atteration, © © 


which was received at Nome as elſewhere, might be an Argument to 


diſcourage him from any wa of that nature. And the main Cues 
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comes to be judicially decided by him; It is ſufficient for us at preſent to 
ſhew that this diſtinction cannot relieve you in our preſent caſe, For 
your Doctors tell us, the Pope then errs perſonally and as a private Docto- 
when he errs only in his oma judgment without obliging others to believe 
what he judges to be true; but then he errs judicial and as Univerſal Pa. 
tor, when he declares his judgment ſo as to oblige others to receive it ag 


true. Now can any thing be more evident than that St. Cyprian judged 


Pope Stephen to err in this latter, and not in the former ſenſe ? For doth he 


not abſolutely and ſeverely declare himſelf againſt St. Cyprian's Opinion: 
Condemning it as an error and an innovation? But ſay you, He did ng 
properly define any Doctrine in that Conte tation; but ſaid nihil innovetur 
niſi quod traditum. But was not that the queſtion what was traditun 
and what not, for Cyprian and his Party denyed it to be a Tradition, which 
Stephen aſſerted was ſoz and doth he not therefore undertake to define 
ſomething in this cauſe ? But ſay you, If this argument hold good againſt 
the Infallibility of Popes, viz. that St. Cyprian held Pope Stephen erred, 
therefore the Pope may err in matters of Faith; it will be a good conſequence alſo 
to ſay, St. Cyprian held Pope Stephen erred, even whilſt he maintained an 
univerſal immemorial Tradition——therefore the Pope may err whilſt he fol- 
lows ſuch a Tradition. 1 anſwer, 1. Who beſides you, would not have 
ſeen, that the queſtion was not, Whether the Pope was Infallible or no, 
but whether St. Cyprian judged hin to be Infallible or no? For if it appear 
that St. Cyprian did not judge him Ixfallible, then thoſe former words 
cannot be interpreted to ſuch a ſenſe as doth imply Infallibility. 2. No 
doubt if the Pope may err in other things, he may err when he thinks he 
follows an univerſal immemorial Tradition; not that he doth err, when he 
doth really follow ſuch a one, but he may err in judging that to be an 
univerſal immemorial Tradition which is not: And this was the caſe be- 
tween St. Cyprian and Pope Stephen; the Pope pretended to follow an uni- 
verſal Tradition ʒ St. Cyprian judgeth him to err in it, and that it was not 
ſo. And is it not plain (till, notwithſtanding theſe frivolous pretences, 
that St. Cyprian had no opinion at all of the Pope's Infallibility in any ſenſe ? 
And therefore out of honour to him, you are bound to interpret his for- 
mer words to ſome other ſenſe than that of any Infallibility in the Church 
of Rome. Thus all his Lordfhip's Anſwers ſtanding good, you have 

gained no great matter by this firſt Teſtimony of St. Cypriar. 
The ſecond Authority is out of S. Hierom, whoſe words are, The 
Roman Faith commended by the Apoſtle, admits not 


e than it was Preached 


Attamen [cito Romanam fidem Apoſtolick ſuch præſtigiæ, deceits and _—_ into it, though an 


it cannot be changed. Here you tell us, Ion willing- 
ly agree with his Lordſhip that by Romanam fidem, 
St. Hierom underſtands the Catholick Faith of Chriſt, and ſo you concur 
with him againſt Bellarmine, that it cannot be underitood of the particular 
Church of Rome. But by the way you charge your Adverſaries, with 
great inconſequence, that in this place they make Roman and Catholick to be the 
Same, and yet uſually condemn you for joyning as Sy nonyma's Roman and (a- 
tholick together. A wonderful want of judgment! as though the Roman 
Faith might not be the Catholick Faith then, and yet the Catholick Faith 
not be the Roman Faith now. The former ſpeech only affirms that the 
Faith at Rome was truly Catholick; the latter implies that no Faith can 


be Catholick but what agrees with Rome: And think you there is no diffe- 
rence 
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rence between theſe two? I Bat you ſay further, That this Catholick Faith p. 135. 
wut not here be taken abſtraclly that ſo it cannot be changed, for Ruffinus was 
not ignorant of that, but that it muſt be underſtood of the immutable Faith of 
the See Apoſtolick, ſo highly commended by the Apoſile and $t. Hierom z 
which is founded upon ſuch arock, that even an Angel himſelf is not able to 
the it: But St. Hierom ſpeaking this with a reference to that Faith he 

ſuppoſeth the Apoffle commended in them (although the Apoſtle doth not 
ſo much commend the Catholickneſs or ſoundneſs of their Faith as the ac of 
believing in them, and therefore whatever is drawn from thence, whether 
by St. Hierom or any elſe can have no force in it; for if he ſhould infer 
the immutability of the Faith of the Church of Rome from ſo apparently 
weak a foundation, there can be no greater ſtrength in his teſtimony than 
there is in the ground on which it is built; and if there be any force in 
this Argument, the Church of Theſſalonice will be as Infallible as Rome, for 1 Theſl, 
her Faith is commended rather in a more ample manner by the Apoffle l ö. 
than that of Rome is) St. Hierom, I fay, referring to that Faith he ſup- 
poſes the Apoſtle commended in them, muſt only be underſtood of the 
ynchangeableneſs of that firſt Faith, which appears by the mention of an 
Angel from Heaven Preaching otherwiſe. Which certainly cannot with any 
tolerable ſenſe be meant thus, that St. Hierom ſuppoſed it beyond the 
power of an Angel from Heaven to alter the Faith of the Roman Church. For 
in the very ſame Apology he expreſſeth his great fears, leſt the Faith of 
the Romans ſhould be corru by the Books of Raffinus. But, ſay you 
What is this then to Ruffinus, who krew as well as St. Hierom, that Faith 
could not change its eſſence ® However, though St. Hierom ſhould here 
ſpeak of the Primitive and ApoFFolical Faith which was then received at 

ne, that it could receive no alteration ; yet this was very pertinent to 
be told Ruſſi nus, becauſe St. Hierom charges him with an endeavour to 
ſubvert the Faith not meerly at Rome, but in all other places, by publiſh- 
ing the Books of Origer with an Excomiaitick Preface to them; and there- 
fore the telling him, The Catholick Faith would admit of no alteration, 
which was received at Rome as elſewhere, might be an Argument to 
diſcourage him from any attempts of that nature. And the main charge 
againſt 2 not gl grey to 8 _ Mail Afb Acai Glade, als 
ly the People of Rome, but the Latin Churc is l «ie, niſi il- 
be 4 therefore theſe words ought to be r 
taken in their greateſt latitude; and ſo imply not at all any Iafallibility in 
the Roman See. "> 3 | | 

The remaining Teftimonies of Gregory Nazianzene, Cyril, and Ruſſi nus, p. 136. 
(as appears to any one who reads them) only import that the Roman 137- 
Church had to their time preſerved the Catholick Faith; but they do not 
aſſert it impoſſible it ſhould ever do otherwiſe ; or that ſhe is an Infa/ible 
preſerver of it, and none of their Teſtimonies are fo proper to the Church 
of Rome, but they would equally hold for any other Apoffolical Churches 
at that time. Gregory Nazianzene indeed ſays, That it would become the 
Church of Rome to bold the entire Faith always : And would it not become 
any other Church to do ſo too? Doth this import that ſhe ſhall I»fal;bly do 
it, or rather that it is her duty to do it? And if theſe then be ſuch pregnant 
Authorities with you, it is a ſign there is little or nothing to be found in 
Antiquity for your purpoſe. = _ 

But before we end this Chapter, we are called to a new task on occaſion 
of a Teſtimony of St. Cyril produced by his Lordſhip inſtead of that in 
Belarmine which appeared not in that Chapter, where his Name is ws. - 
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tioned, In which he aſſerts, That the foundation and firmneſs which th 
Church of Chriſt bath, is placed not in or upon the Perſon, much leſs the $y,. 
ceſſor of St. Peter; but upon the Faith which by Cod, 


Petr amating r — Spirit in him he ſo firmly profeſſed : which (ſaith his 
puli Gen _—_ in qua Eccleſia Chri- Lordſhip is the common received opinion both of the 
Ii ita fundata tx firmata eſſet,ut non labe- ancient Fathers and of the Proteitants. Upon this 
way” „„ 2 an Rock, that is, upon this Faith will I build my Church. 
Dial.de Trinit.1.4.p. 278. Pariſ. A. 1604. On which occaſion you run preſently out into chat 


P. 138, 
139, 


Ruffin, in 
Symbol. 
p. 188, 
189. p. 
139. 


. Church 
it, he would not have W 1 it in ſo main a point as is the Canon of 


| large common place concerning Tu es Petrus, ang 
ſuper hanc Petram; and although I ſhould grant all that you ſo earneſi]y 
contend for, viz. That theſe words are not ſpoken of St. Peter's Conf:ſſion, 
but of his Perſon, 1 know no advantage which will accrue to your cauſe 
by it. For although very many of the Fathers underſtand this place of 
St. Peter's Confeſſion, as containing in it the Ground and Foundation of the 
Chriſtian Religion, Thou art Chriſt the Son of the Living God, which there- 
fore may well be ſaid to be the Rock on which Chriſt would build hi 
Church, and although it were no matter of difficulty to defend this inter- 
pretation from all exceptions; yet becauſe I think it not improbable 
(the words running by way of addreſs to St. Peter) that ſomething pecy- 
liar to him, is contained in them, I ſhall not contend with you about that. 
But then, if you ſay that the meaning of St. Peter's being the Rock, is, The 
conſtant Infallibility in Faith which was derived from St. Peter to the Church 
of Rome, as you ſeem to ſuggeſt, you muſt remember you have a new 
rask to make good, and it is not ſaying, That St. Peter was meant by the 
Rock, will come within ſome leagues of doing it. I paſs therefore by that 


diſcourſe as a thing we are not much concerned in, for it is brought in by 


his Lordſhip as the laſt thing out of that teſtimony of Gril. But you were 
contented to let go the other more material Obſervations, that you might 
more freely expatiate ſuper hanc Petram. Touching Ruffznys, I grant his 
Lordſhip is of opinion, That he neither did nor could account the Roman 

22 for which he gives this reaſon, For if he had ſo eſtcemed of 


Scripture, as be plainly doth : For reckoning up the Canonical Books, he moſt 
manifeſtly diſſents from the Roman Church. Therefore either Ruffinus did 
not think the Church of Rome was Infallible, or elſe the Church of Rome at 
this day reckons up more Books within the Canon, than heretofore ſhe did. If 
ſhe do, then ſhe is changed in a main point of Faith, the Canon of Scripture, 
aud is abſolutely convinced not to be Infallible; for if ſhe were right in her 
reckoning then, ſhe is wrong now ; and if ſhe be right now, ſhe was wrong then; 
and if ſhe do not reckon now more than ſhe did, when Ruffinus lived, then le 
reckons fewer than ſhe, and ſo diſſents from her, which doubtleſs he durſt not 
have done, had he thought her judgment Infallible. Tea and he ſets this mark, 
upon his diſſent beſides, that he reckons up the Books of the Canon juſt ſo, and 
no otherwiſe, than as he received them out of the Monuments of the Fore-Fa- 
thers, and out of which the aſſertions of our Faith are to be taken. Now what 
have you to ſay to this ſtrong and nervous Diſcourſe of his Lord ſhip?//'by 
(forſooth) this argument of the Biſhop is far from being convincing. And 
why ſo? For (ſay you) though it ſhould be granted that the Catholick Church 
(the Roman you mean) at preſent declares more Books to be contained in tke 
Canon, than ſhe did in Ruffinus his time, yet this could be no error in ber. 
That is ſtrange that the Church ſhould declare the Canon to be compleat 
then, without theſe Books, and now not to be, and yet neither time be in 
an error ! No (ſay you) unleſs it be ſhewed (which I am ſure cannot be) tlas 
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Cn Ar. I. nor the Catholick Church, 


ſhe condemned thoſe books then as not Divine Scripture, or not Canonical, which 
wow ſhe declares to be Divine or Canonical. Excellent good ſtill ! that which 

on are ſure cannot be ſhewed, is obvious to any one that hath eyes in his 

ead. For Ionly ask you, Whether the Church of Rome did declare any 
canon or no, in that age? If not, according to your principles thoſe who 
lived in that age could have no Divine Faith as to the Sxripture if (the 
did declare the Canon of Scripture, without theſe Books, did ſhe not there- 


by condemn theſe Books to be not Canonical? For you ſay, that all are 


bound to take her judgment what is in the Canon and what not; if there- 
fore (he did not put them into the Canon, did ſhe not leave them out of 
the Caron 2 or, Can you find any medium between being put in and being 
left ont ? Yes (lay you) theſe Books were left then under diſpute : with whom 
were they under diſpute? with the Church of Rome or not? If with ber, 
was ſhe not Infalible the mean while, when ſo great a matter as the Canon 
of Scripture was under diſpute with her? But this whole buſineſs concern- 
ing the Canon of Scripture is largely diſcuſſed already; only here it is ſuf- 
ficient to ſhew, how you are pent in on every ſide, ſo that there is no poſ- 
ſibility of getting our. 

As to the ſtrait (his Lordſhip takes notice of) that the Church of Rome 
# driven to, in borrowing a teſtimony for her Infallibility from one whom ſhe 
branded with Hereſie in that very Book from whence this teſtimony is talen; 
Youanſwer, That it evidently argues the truth and uncorruptedneſs of that 
Church, which is ſo clear that even her Adverſaries cannot but confeſz it. But 
if they confeſs it no better than Ruſſinus doth, ſhe will have little cauſe to 
appland her ſelf for her Integrity in that reſpect. And although a Teſti- 
mony may be taken from perſons ſuſpected in ſome things, yet it argues 
thoſe have but very few friends, who are fain to make uſe of their exemies 
to bear witneſs for them. What follows concerning a particular Church 
being Infallible, becauſe you diſown it (although not conſonantly to the 
principles of your party as was ſhewed in the occafion of the Conference) 
[ paſs by. 

The —_ of the Church of Rome (which his Lord ſhip mentions, but 


you ſay proves not) you (hall find abundantly proved before our task is 


over, 

Your vindication of Bel/armize from inconſiſtency in ſaying 4 propoſiti- 
on is moſt true, and yet but peradventure as true as another, is ſo fine and ſubtil 
that it were an injury to the Reader to deprive him of the pleaſure of 
peruſing it. And yet when all is done, @ Propoſition very falſe might be as 
true as this which Bellarmine ſpeaks of, viz. That the Pope when be teacheth 
the whole Ghurch in matters of Faith cannot err. 

And thus I have cleared that there can be no ground of an imputation 
of Schiſze on our Church from hence, that the Roman Charch is the Catholick 
Church, which acceptation of the Catholick Church J have manifeſted to be 
28 great a ſtranger to Antiquity as it is an enemy to Reaſor: And that the 
calling the Roman Church the Catholick Church, is, (as his Lordſhip truly 
mo a meer Novelty and perfect Jeſuitiſar. 
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| = udemned thoſe books then as not Divine Scripture, or not Canonical, which 


wow ſhe declares to be Divine or Canonical. Excellent good ſtill! that which 

are ſure cannot be , is obvious to any one that hath eyes in his 
oe? For Ionly ask you, Whether the urch of Rome did declare any 
canon or no, in that age? If not, according to your principles thoſe who 
lived in that «ge could have no Divine Faith as to the Sire. if (he 
did declare the Caron of Scripture, without theſe Books, did ſhe not there- 


bound to take her judgment what is in the-Gezor and what not; if there- 
ſore (be did not put them into the Caron, did ſhe not leave them out of 
the Canon ? or, Can you find any medium between being put in and being 
were they under diſpute? with the Church of Rome or not? If with ber, 
was ſhe not Iafallible the mean while, when ſo great a matter as the Canon 
of Scripture was under diſpute with her > But this whole buſineſs concern- 
ing the Canon of Scripture is largely diſcuſſed already 5 only here it is fuf- 
ficient to ſhew, how you are pent in on every. ſide, ſo that there is no poſ- 
ſibility of getting our. ol | Sans e hae.) 

4, to the ſtrait (his Lordſhip takes notice of) that the Church of Rome 
1 driven to, in borrowing a teſtimony for her Infallibility fam one whone' ſhe 
branded with Hereſie in that very Book from w this teſtimony it taken ʒ 
Youanſwer, That it evidently argues the truth and unc dneſs of that 
Church, which ir ſo clear that even ber Adverſaries cannot but confuſs it. But 
Ruffinus doth, ſhe will have little cauſe to 
appland her ſelf for her Iztegrity in that reſpect. And although a Teſti- 
mony may be taken from perſons ſuſpected in ſome things, yet it argues 


thoſe have but very few friends, who are fain to make uſe of their exewits 


to bear witneſs for them. What follows concerning 2 particular Church 
not confonantly to the 
1 of your party as was ſhewed in the occaſion of the Conference) 
paſs by. "XK NN 


The errors of the Church of Rome ( which his Lordſhip mentions, but 
you ſay proves not) you ſhall find abundantly proved before our task js 
over. | : | 

Your vindication of Bearmize from inconſiſtency in ſaying 4 propoſti- 
on is moſt true, and yet but peradventure 4s true 4s another, is ſo fine and ſubtil 
that it were an injury to the Reader to deprive him of the pleaſure of 
peruſing it. And yet when all is done, 4 Propoſition very falſe might be av 
ine as this which Bel/armine ſpeaks of, viz.. That the Pope when he teacheth 
the whole Ghurch in matters of Faith cannot err. | 
And thus I have cleared that there can be no ground of an imputation 
of Schiſae on our Church from hence, that the Raman Chnrch is the Catbolick 
Church, which acceptation of the Catholick Church I have manifeſted to be 
4 great a ſtranger to Aztiquity as it is an enemy to Regſor: And that the 
calling the Roman Church the Catholic Church, is, (as his Lordſhip traly 
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mined by e | 
Rome's being once a right Church, conſidered. No 1. of aſſigning 2 
punctual time when errors crept into her. An account why the originals q 
errors ſeems obſcure. By Stapleton's confeſſron, tbe Roman and Cathol; 
Church were not the ſame. The falſity of that aſſertion manifeſted, "That 
there could be no pure Church ſince the Apoſtles times, if the Roman Church 
were corrupt. No one particular Church free om corruptions z, yet no ſepa- 
ration from the Catholick Church. How far the Catholick Church map be 
faid to err. Men may have dliſtinct communion from any one particule 
Church, yet not ſeparate from the Catholick Church. The Teſtimony of pe- 
trus de Alliaco vindicated. Bellarmine not mriſ-cited. Almain full to his 
Lordſhips purpoſe. The Romaniſts guilty of the preſent Schiſm, and nat 
Proteſtants. In what ſenſe there can be no juſt cauſe of Schiſm ; and how 
Far that concerns our caſe. « Proteſtants did not depart from the Church 
Rome, but were thruſt out of it. The Vindication of the Church of Rome 
from Schiſm, at laſt depends upon the two falſe Principles, Of her Infalibi- 
lity, and being the Catholick Church. The Teſtimonies of S. Bernard and 
S. Auſtin not to the purpoſe. The'Catalogue of Fundamentals, the Churches 
not erring, &c. referr d back to their proper places. uy 
Tx Reo: I come to examine the particulars of this Chapter, it will be ne- 
ceſſary to ſee, what the ſtate of the Controverſie was, concerning 
Schiſm, between his Lordſhip and his Adverſary. His Lordſhip delivers 
his ſenſe clearly and fully in theſe words; 'T3s too true indeed, that there is 
a miſerable rent in the Church, and I make no _— but the beſt Men do moſt 
bemoan it ; nor is he a Chriſtian that would not have Unity, might he have it 
with Truth. But, I never ſaid, nor thought, that the Proteſtants made this 
rent. The cauſe of the Schiſm is yours; for you thruſt us from you, becauſe we 
call d for truth, and redreſs of abuſes. For a Schiſm mnſt needs be theirs, whoſe 
the cauſe of it is. be woe runs full out of the mouth of Chriſt ever againſt him 
that gives the offence; not againſt him that takes it ever. And in the Mar- 
gent, ſhewing that a ſeparation may ſometimes be neceſſary, he inſtanceth in 
the orthodox departing from the communion of the Arrians: upon which he 
ſays; It cannot be that a Ma ſhould do well in making a Schifm. There 
may be therefore a neceſſary ſeparation, which yet incurs not the guilt of 
Schiſme and that is, when Doctrines are taught contrary to the Catholick 
Faith. And after ſaith, The Proteſtants did not depart for, departure it 
voluntary, ſo was not theirs; I. ſay not theirs, taking their whole body and cauſe 
together. For, that ſome among them were peeviſh, and ſome ignorantly zea- 
lous, is neither to be doubted, nor is there danger in confeſſing it. Your body 
is not ſo perfect ( I wot well) but that many amongſt you are as pettiſh and 4 
. ignorartly zealous as any of ours. Ton muſt not ſuffer for theſe, nor we for 
thoſe, nor ſhould the Church of Chriſt for either. And when A. C. ſaith, That 
though the Church of Rome did thruſt the Proteſtants from ber by excommu- 
nication, yet they had firſt divided themſelves by obſtinate holding and teach- 
ing Opinions contrary to the Roman Faith. His Lordſhip anſwers, So ther 
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ſove to follow their example more than the Rule ꝝ hecaſe the State of the 
Church did very much alten from it fel} feveral Age, which altered 
Mens apptehenfians and: judgments: of things; in regard of their ſuitable- 
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firſt onſet. The diſtempers of r Church are Heckical, I wiſh not in that 
reſpect, that they are ſeldom diſcovered, till they be incurable. | 
53. 2. You anſwer, That if your Church hath erred, the Cathdlick Church hat 
done ſo'too ; for which you ſay two things, 1. That in this diſpute the Roman 
P.142.0.1. Chyrch, and the Catholick Church, are all one. 2. That then there was no one vis 
ble Church untainted, uncorrupt, 'right, orthodox throughout the whole Vor lid. 
1. Vou learnedly tell us, That the Roman and Catholick Church are all one in 
this Diſpute, and moſt diſcreetly tell his Lordſhip,” That he begs the Queſtion 
in ſuppoſing the contrary ʒ but you know whoſe arts thoſe are to charge their 
Neighbours with that, they were ſure to be told of themſelves, if the other 
had ſpoke firſt. But very worthily you prove this, from D. Stapleton, who 
offers to confirm his aſſertion by that which overthrows yours. He ſays, 
That amongſt the Ancients, ibe Roman Church, and the Catholic Church were 
taken for the ſame, and bis reaſon is, becauſe the Communion of the Roman 
Church was moſs certainly and\ evidently with the whole Catholic. And, Cana- 
ny thing then be more plain, than that the Roman and Catholic Church 
were not the ſame? For, Can any thing be the meaſure of it (elf > If it 
were therefore Catholick, becauſe agreeing with the Catholick, Church, then it 
was not cauſally the 'Catholitk Church, but only by way of Communion and 
Participation. If I ſhould ſay, That a Man and a Living-creature are the 
ſame, and ſhould give this reaſon for it, becauſe. Man agrees in every thing 
with the nature of a Living · creature 3 doth this imply, that the formal no- 
tion of Man, and a Living creature, are the ſame ? Or only that Man par- 
takes ſo much of the properties of a Living- creature, that he may well re- 
ceĩve the denomination ? So it is here with the Romam Chureb; that might 
well be called Catholic by the Ancients, becauſe it did partake of the pro- 
perties of the Catbolick:Church, but not as though the formal Reaſon of a 
Churches being Catholick, came from partaking of Communion with the Ro- 
man Church ; as you aſſert, wherein you are diametrically oppoſite to Sta- 
pleton, for he makes the reaſon, why the Roman Church was Catholic, to be, 
becauſe it had Communion with the Catholic Church, By which it is evi- 
dent, that the notion of the Catholtck Cbureb was much larger than that of 
the Rowan Church. Beſides, Stapleton only ſaith, That the Andients thought 
-ſo, and furely they thought ſo only of the Rowan Church of their own time; 
which might then have certain Communion with the Catholick Church, and 
yet not have ſo in the next Age enſuing ; therefore though the Catholic 
Cbareh continue everithe ſame, and incorrupt, it will by no means follow, 
that the Roman C hureb muſt do ſo too. Whatever A. Cor. you under- 
ſtand by the Carbolirk Church, is not, as yon elſewhere phraſe it, - aftraws 
matter, unleſs you proved better than you have done, that the proper no- 
tion of the Holy Cetholich Church, is the ſame with thaſe who agree with the 
Church of Rome i Duttrine and Communion; Which is your fundamental 
miſtake; and à thing you would tain have taken for granted,> withont the 
leaſt ſnadow of aſghit#prooks 12 ũ . 
. 4 But there may be more force in your ſecond Anſwer, That if the Ro- 
r. 143. man Church mere nung and corrupted, it folloms, that not only for ſome time, 
but fur many Ager beſme Luther; yeate bh, wp to the Apoſtles times, there was 
no one viſeble Chureb untainteil; uncorrupt, rigbi, ori bodo throughout the 
whole World: It were worth our hile to know what you mean by 20 one 
viſible Church Do you think they are, or may be, more vifble Churches 
than one, taking the vi#fible Church in its proper ſenſe for the Catholict 
viſible Church; If this be your meaning nn 'how vnhappily ſoever 
it be expreſſed, viz. ''that then # follows,” there could be no ae, 
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all with whom we might have Communion ; 1 ſee not how it is proved by 
what you bring : But if this be all you aim at (for no further your Argu- 
ments will carry you) that there was no one viſible Church untainted, i. e. 
no one Church of a diſtindt Communion from other Churches altogether free 
from error; I ſee no ſuch dangerous conſequence in the owning it. But 
if it were ſo, when Luther began to oppoſe the Corraptions of the Church 
of Rome, How doth it follow that it muſt be ſo ever up to the Apoſtles 
times? But we ought to ſee, how you prove your aſſertion. For if in al 
thoſe Ages the Roman Church were wrong, corrupted, and tainted ; and all 
thoſe likewiſe that diſagreed from her, viz. Huſſites, Albigenſes, Waldenſes; 
Wicklevites, Greeks, Aby ſſins, Armenians, &c. had in them corrupt Do- 
Brine during thoſe Ages (as tis certain they bad, neither could the Relator de- 
vy it) I ſay, If the Roman Church was thus corrupt 3 it follows, that not only 
for ſome time, but for many Ages before Luther, yea even up to the Apoſtles 


' times, there was no one Viſible Church untainted, incorrupt, right, and ortho- 


dox, throughout the whole World. And conſequently, that during the ſaid Ages, 
every good Chriſtian was in conſcience obliged in ſome point of Chriſtian belief 
or other, to contradi the Doctrine, and deſert the Communion of all Viſible 
Churches in the World, &c. Whence it would further follow, that Schiſm or 
Separation from the external Communtion of the whole Church might be not only 
lawful, but even neceſſary ;, which is impoſſible, as being contrary to the very eſſen- 
tial predicates of Schiſm, which is defined to be, A voluntary or wilful departure 
(ſuch as nojuſt cauſe, or reaſon, can be given of it) from the Communion of the 
whole Church. Three things this Diſcourſe of yours may be reſolved into. 
1. That if in Luther's time the Roman Church was corrupt, then there was no 
one viſible Church uncorrupt. 2. That if ſo, it follows that there was none un- 
corrupt even up to the Apoſtles times. 3. That if there were no one Viſible 
Church uncorrupt, then it was neceſſary to ſeparate from the external Communion 
of the whole Church: To every one of theſe I ſhall return a peculiar and di- 
int Anſwer. To the firſt I ſay, That the utmoſt you can prove from 
hence, is, That there was no one Church of any diſtindt Communion from 
others, which was free from all errours. And what great abſurdity is there 
in ſaying ſo? Unleſs you could prove, that there muſt be ſome one Church 
in all Ages ofthe World, which muſt be free from all kind or poſſibility of 
errour. And when you have done this, I ſhall acknowledge it abſurd to 
ſay the contrary ; but otherwiſe that very ſuppoſition ſeems to have the 
be utmoſt ſuppoſable privi- 
ledges of the truly Catholick, Church, to a particular Church of ſome one deno- 
mination. What then if we grant that in Lather's time, there was no one 
Viſible Church free from errours and corruptions > What if we ſhould ſay, 
in our own times? What if, in elder times? For that which is poſſible to 
be, may be ſuppoſed actually in any time. If it be poſſible for one particu- 
lar Church to fall into Errours and Corruption, Why is it not for another? 
(unleſs ſome particular priviledge of 1 be pretended; but that is 
ble for every particular Church to 
fall into errour, Why may not that poſſibility come into act in one Age, as 
well as ſeveral? Is there any promiſe that there ſhall be a ſucceſſion and 
courſe of erring in Churches, that one Church muſt err for one Age, and ano- 
ther for the next? But that it ſhall never fall out, that by any means what» 
ſoever they ſhall err together? If there be no ſuch promiſe to the contrary, 
the reaſon of the thing will hold, that they may all err at the ſame ti me. 
No, ſay you, for then it would follow, that the Catholic Church might err. To 
that I anſwer, 1. Either you mean by that, that all Societies in the _ oy 
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World may concur in the ſame errour, or elſe that ſeveral of them may have 
ſeveral errours ; and'this latter is it only which you prove, for you do not 
ſuppoſe that the Romeniſts, Huſſites, Albigenſes, Cc. were all guilty of the 
ſame errowrs, but that theſe ſeveral Societies were guilty of ſeveral errours , 
and therefore from hence it follows not, that they may all concur: in the 
ſame errour, which is the only way to prove that the Church as Catholick may 
err, for otherwiſe you only prove, that the ſeveral particular Churches, 
which make up the Catholick, may fall into errour, 2. Suppoſing all theſe 
Churches ſhould agree in one errour (which is more than you have pro- 
ved, or, it may be, can) have you proved that they concur in ſuch an 
errour, which deſtroys the Being of the Catholick Church? For you would 
do well to evince, that the Church is ſecured from any but ſuch errours 
which deſtroy its Being ; for the means of proving, That the Cathulich 
Church cannat err, are built on the promiſes of its . now thoſe 
can only prove that the Church is ſecured from Fundamental Errours, for 
thoſe are ſuch only which deſtroy its Being. And ſo his Lordſhip tells you, 


P.129.ſeft. That the whole Church cannot univerſally err in the Doctrine of Faith, js muſt 
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true, and granted by divers Proteſtants ( ſo you will but underſtand its not erring 
in abſolute Fundamental Doctrinet) and this he proves, from that promiſe of 
Chriſt, That the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt it. So that the Catho- 
lick Church's not erring, and the perpetuity of the Catholick Church do with us, 


p. 141. mean the ſame thing. For his Lordſhip grants, That ſhe way err in ſuper- 


S. 5. 


ſtructures and deduFions, and other By, and unneceſſary Truths, if ber curioſity, 

or other weakneſs, carry her beyoud, or cauſe her to al ſhort of her Rule. There 
is then a great difference between ſaying, That the Catholick Church cannot 
err, which is no more than to ſay, That there ſhall be always 4 Catholick 
Church, and ſaying, That there muſt be always ſome one Viſible Church, which 
muſt be free from all Errour and Corruption. For this we deny, and you 
produce no reaſon at all to prove it. Granting, that all particular Churches, 
whether of Romaniſts, Greeks, or others, are ſubject to Errours and Cor- 
ruptions, we aſſert no more of them, than you grant your ſelves, that any 
particular Church is ſubject to; for the only ground why you would have 
your Church exempt from errour, is, the ſuppoſing her not to be a particu- 
lar, but the Catholeck Church, which implies, that if ſhe were only a garticu- 
lar Church (as (he is no more) ſhe might be ſubject to errours as well as 
other Churches, And what incongruity then there is in afſerting, that there 
may be uo one viſible Church of any particular denomination free from all 
Errour and Corruption, I cannot underſtand. 

But further, you ſay, If there were no one Viſeble Church then free from 
errour, it follows, not amiy for ſome fime, but for many Ages before Luther, yea 
even up to the Apoſtles times, there was no one Viſible Church untainted througb- 
out the whale World. Not to meddle with the truth of the thing, Whether 
there were ſo or no, the canſequence is that, we are now to examine, that 
if it were ſo in Lauber s time, it muſt be fo ever up to the Apoſtles times. 
The proof of which depends upon the impoſlibility of a Churches degene- 
racy in Faith or Manners, and ſo ſuppoſeth the thing in queſtion, that 
there muſt be ſome one vi/ible Church abſolutely exempt from all impoſhbi- 
lity of Errour. For otherwiſe that might be true in ane Age, which might 
not in another. For although we fay, that particular Churches may err, and 
be corrupt, we do not ſay, that it is neceſſary they ſhould always be ſo. 
For, in ſome Age particular Churches may be free from errour and corrupti- 
on, and yet inanother Age be overſpread with them. And thus we aſſert 
it to have been with the Rowan Church : For his Lordſhip faith, In the prime 
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Times it was à moſt right and orthodox Church, but # the immediate Times 
Jeſore Luther, or in ſome Ages before that it was a corriſ und tainted Churth * 
And ſo in thoſe Times in which it was right, thoſe might be heretical who 
did not communicate with it, not meerly becauſe they. did not communi- 


| care With it, but becauſe in not communicating with a Fight and orthodox 


Church they ſhewed themſelves guilty of ſome Errour or Corruption. We 
ſce then, there is no Connexion in the World in the Parts of your Conſe- 
quence, That if it were ſo at one Time, it muſt be ſo always ; if in the Time 
of Luther, it muſt be ſo even up to the Apoſtles Tĩmer. 
z. From hence you ſay it will follow, That it will be neceſſary to Separate 
from the external Communion of the whole Church. IT anſwer, there can be. 
no Separation from the hole Church, but in ſuch Things wherein the Unity 
of the whole Church lies; for Separation 1s a Violation of ſome Union : Now 
when Men ſeparate from the Errours of all particular Churghes, they do 


not ſeparate from the Whole, becauſethoſe Things which one ſeparates from 
thoſe particular Churches for, are not ſuch, as make all them put together 


to be the Whole, or Catholick Church. This muſt be ſomewhat furthet 
explained. There are two Things conſiderable in all particular Churches; 
thoſe Things which belong to it as a Church, and thoſe Things which 
belong to it as a particular Church. Thoſe Things which belong to it as 4 
Church, are the common Ligaments or Grounds of Union between all parti- 
cular Churches, which taken together, make up the Car holict Church : Thoſe 
Things which belong to it as a particular Church, are ſuch as it may retain the 
Eſſence of a Church without. Now, I ſay, Whoſoever ſeparates from an 
particular Church (much more from all) for ſuch Things without which 
that can be no Church, ſeparates from the Communion of the Catholick Church; 
but he that ſeparates only from particular Churches as to ſuch Things which 
concern not their Being, is only ſeparated from the Communion of thoſe 
Churches, and not the Carholick. And therefore, ſuppoſing that all particula 
Churches have ſome Errours and Corruptions in them, though I ſhoul 
ſeparate from them all, T do not ſeparate from the Communion of the whole 
Church, unleſs it be for ſomething, Wirhour which thoſe could be no Churc hel. 
An Evidence of which, is; That by my declaring the Grounds of my Separa- 
tion to be ſuch Errours and Corruptions, which are crept into the Communion 
of ſuch Churches, and impoſed on me in order to it, I withal declare my 
ReadinEſs to joyn with them again, if thoſe Etrours and Cortuptions be left 
out. And where there is this Readineſs of Communion, there is no abſolute 
Separation from the Church as ſuch, but only ſaſpending Communion till ſuch 
Abuſes be reformed. -Which is therefore more properly a Separation from 
the Errours, than the Communion of ſuch a Church. Wherefore, if we ſup- 
poſe, That theres no one viſible Charch whoſe Communion is not tainted with 
ſome Corruptions, tho it theſe Corruptions be enjoyned as Conditions of 
Communion, I cannot communicate with any of thoſe Charches, yet it fol- 
lows not, that T am ſeparated from the external Communjon of the Catholick 
Church, but that I only ſuſpend Communion with thoſe particular Churches till 
I may fafely joyn with them. As, Suppoſe all the particular Men I can 
converſe with, were infected with Leprofie, my not aſſociating with them, 
doth not imply that J am ſeparated from the Communion! of all Mankind, 
but that I am loth to be infected as they are, and therefore withdraw my 
ſelf 'till I can meet with ſuch healthful Perſons with whom J may ſafely 
aſſociate again. And if ſeveral other Perſons be of the ſame Mind with me, 
and we therefore joyn together, Do we therefore divide ourſelves from the 
whole World by only taking Care of our own Safety? Aud eſpecially if any 
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Company of ſuch leprous Perſons ſhould reſolve, That none ſhould live 
among them, but ſuch as would eat of thoſe Meats which brought that Dj. 
ſtemper upon them; our wichdrawing our ſelves, and aſſociating without 
them will ſtill appeat more reaſonable and commendable. Therefore we 
ſay, We do not neceſſarily ſeparate from all Churches that have Exxours ot 
Corruptions in them, ſuppoſing thoſe Errours and Corruptions be not im po- 
ſed on us, as Conditions of Communion; and thence, tho* we ſhould grant 
Noone vifible Church free from Taint or Corruption, yet it is not neceſſaty we 
ſhould ſeparate from them all: For we may lawfully joyn in Communion 
with Churches having Errours and Corruptions, if our joyning be not an 
Approbation of them. Thus tho the Greeks, Armenians, Albigenſes, Abyſſng 
may have ſome Errours and Corruptions, yet if they be not Fundamental, 
and be not enjoyned as neceſſary to be approved in order to their Com- 


* 


"on notwithſtanding them, we may. lawfully communicate with them. 
t 


doth not then at all follow, That if there may be no one viſible Church 
free from Errour and Corruption, it would be neceſſary to ſeparate from 
the Communion of the Catholick Charch : Becauſe, 1. All rhoſe particular 
Churches may not make thoſe Errours Conditions of Communion. 2. Tho 
they did, we ſeparate not from them as Catholick, but as corrupt and erro- 
neous particular Churches. And therefore you might have ſpared your La- 
bour in telling us from the Holy Fathers, and the Reverend and Learned 
Dr. Hammond, That it can never be lawful to ſeparate from the Catholick 
Church, for we aſſert the ſame, but have made ir appear, that it follows 


not from the Premiſes which were laid down. 


His Lordſhip having ſaid, That the Roman C hurch before Luther was 4 


corrupt and tainted Church, in his Margin produceth a Citation to that Pur- 


Cum Infiniti Abuſar, Schiſmats quo; G- Poſe of Cardinal de Alliaco, who acknowledgeth 7fnite 
Here 25 — 2 Abuſes, Schiſms and Herefies to prevail over the Chriſtian 


Orbem invaleſcant ; Eccleſiam Dei legi- 
tims indigere Reformatione, nemini non 


World; ſo that it is plain, The Church of God ſtands in need 


#pcrtam crit, Petrus de Alliaco, lib. Of due Reformation. From which his Lordſhip faith, 
de Reform. Eccleſ. That it will hardly fink into any Man's Judgment that ſo 


P. 143. 


you further add, That tho this be allwhich Men are obliged to maintain (for 


great a Man as Pet. de Alliaco was in that Church, ſhould ſpeak thus, if he did 
not ſee ſome Errours in the Doctrine of that Church, as well as the Manners. To 
this you anſwer, That he ſpeaks not of falſe Doctrines taught by the Roman 
Church, but of Schiſms and Herefies raiſed againſt the Church (not foſtered by 
ber) in all Parts of Chriſtendom. But J appeal to any indifferent Reader of 
this Teſtimony, Whether he can conceive that the Cardinal intended to 
acquit or accuſe the Roman Church in thoſe Words of his. For taking them 
in your Senſe, they muſt contain a high Commendation of the Roman Church, 
that in the midſt of ſo many Hereſies and Schiſms raiſed againſt her, ſhe 
preſerved her Faithentire ; and think you that he that ſaid, The Church of 
God needed Reformation, thought there was nothing in the Church which 
ſtood in need of it? And therefore this Teſtimony doth ſufficiently prove 
that the Roman Church was a tainted and corrupted Church. 

If there be ſufficient Evidence, That there are Tares ſown in the Church of 
Rome, it is not to much Purpoſe to enquire, Whether they were ſown while the 
Biſhops ſlept 2 or, Whether they themſelves did not help to ſow them. But it ſeems 
in their private Capacities they might ſow them, as private Doctors, and then it 
is not likely that in theirpublick Capacity they would pluck them up. If the 
Catholick Faith only, as you tell us, oblige us to maintain that the Pope is Infal- 
lible when he defines a General Council; > 4 there will be Opportunity enough 
for Errours to be ſown and grow up in the Interval of ſuch Definitions. But 


no 
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no Man can be bound to Impoſſibilities) yet that it ina very pious Opinion to 
hold, That no Popes have perſonally erred as private Dolls, i. e. You have a 
very good mind to maintain it, if you knew how]; for that is the Meaning 
of vour pious Opinion. For if you thought it had been defenſible, no doubt 
it had been de Fide long ago. Bur it was hard thwarting the Records of 
former Ages, wherein the Errours of Popes, and their mutual Contradictions 
are ſo viſible to all that ſearch after them, and therefore it was wiſely con- 
cluded that this ſhould nor be held % Fide, but if any would venture upon 
a Thing ſo acceptable at Rome as perſonal Infallibility is, it ſhould be ac- 
counted a very pious Undertaking. And accordingly Bellarmine hath with 
the greateſt Care and Induſtry endeayour'd it in ſeveral Chapters; but, as 
his Lordſhip truly ſaith, Al Bellarmine*s Labour, ibo great and full of Art, is 
not able to waſh them clean. And this (if you had undertakenthe Defence of 
Bellarmine) ſhould have been made good; but ſince you are ſh cautious as 
not to think your ſelf obliged to do it, I commend your Diſereticn in it, 
and proceed. I cannot ſee that his Lordſhip is guilty of a falſe Quotation 
of Bellarmine for that Saying, Et Papas quoſdam graves Errores ſeminiſſe in 
Eccleſid Chriſti, Luce clarius eſt, for he doth not ſeem at all to cite Be/larmine 
for it; but having cited the Place juſt before, where he endeavours to vin- 
dicate the Popes from all Errours ; he adds this Expreſſion,” as directly con- 
trary to his Deſign, that tho* he had endeavoured ſo much to clear them 
from Errours, yet that they had ſown ſome grieyous Errors in the Church 
was as clear as the Day; and as it immediately follows is proved by Fac. Al- 
main, &c. And therefore it was only your own Oſeitancy which made you 
jet it in the Contents of your Chapter, That Cardinal Bellarmine was moſt 
faſſly quoted by him. But that Falſeneſs which with ſo much Confidence you 
charge his Lordſhip with, rebounds with greater Force on your ſelf, when 
you ſay, That Almain ſpeaks not of Errors in Faith at all, but only of Errours, 
or rather Abuſes in Point of Manners ; whereas he not only aſſerts but large- 
ry proves, That the Pope may err, not only perſonally, But „ 

jadicially, and in the ſame Chapter brings that remark 

ble Inſtance of the evident Conttadiction between tlie 4&AuQorir. Ecclef. cap 10. 
Definitions of Pope Nicolaus IL. and oha XXII. And eee . eln hit ade 7 
Platina tells us, That Fohn XXII. declared them to be communi nec in proprio; alter, oppoſe. 
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Papa poteſt errare, errore judiciali ; de 
perſonali omnibus notum eſt. Jac. Almain. 


— 


Hereticks who held according to the former Definition. And , Id. ib. 
is this only concerning ſome Abuſes in point of Manners, and not concerning 
Errours in Faith that Almain ſpeaks? You might as well ſay ſo of Lyra, 
er wes That many þ 1 we apoſtatized fromthe Faith; of Cuſanus, who 
ſaith, That both in a direct and collateral Line, ſeveral ,  . 6 
Peper bhve flllen into Hivehe ; of A Cgfro, . be clan L f. 4. 
who ſaith, That the beſt Friends of the ropes believe they r . 4. Canus loc. Com. 
may err in Faith; of Carranza, who ſays, No one * | 
queſtions but the Pope may be an Heretict ; of Canus, who ſays, It is not to be 
denyed but that the chief Biſhop may be an Heretick, and that there are Exam- 
ples of it: You might as well, I ſay; affirm that all theſe ſpake only of 
Abutes in Manners, and not Errours inFaith, as you do of Almain. Neither 
will your other Subterfuge ſerve your turn, That they taught Errours in Do- 
arine as private Men; for, Alphonſus 4 Caſtro exprelly affirms in the Caſe of pe Here,. U. i. 
Pope Cœleſtine, about the Diſſolution of Marriage in Caſe of Hereſie, That it © 4. 
cannot be ſaid that he erred thro Negligence, and as a private Perſon, and not 
as Pope ; Fer (ſaith he) this Definition is extant in the Decretals, and he had 
ſeen it himſelf. Although the contrary to this were afterwards defined not 
only by Pope Innocent III. but by the Council of Trent. And hence it appears, 

| IL | Whatever 
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P. 144. whatever you pretend to the contrary, That there may be Tares ſown in the 
Church of Rome, not only by private Perſons, but by the publick Hand. of 
the Popes too, it they themielves- may be believed, who elſe do moſt in- 
fallibly contradict each other. But whether theſe Errours came in at firſ; 
rhro' Negligence or publick Definitions is not ſo material to our Purpoſe; 

for which it is ſufficient to prove, That the Church of Rome may be tainted 

and corrupted, which may be done one way as well as the ether. As Corn 
Fields may be over-run with Tares, tho no one went purpoſely to ſow 

Caſſand. Cen. them there. And ſo much is acknowledged by Caſſander, when he ſpeaks 

' fulr.a#.21. of the ſuperſtitious Practices uſed in your Church, That thoſe who ſhould 

have redreſſed thoſe Abuſes, were, if not the Authors, yet the Encouragers of 

. them for their own Advantage; by which Means, Errours and Corruptions 

may ſoon grow to a great Height in a Church tho they were never jown by 
publick Definitions. And when you dilparage Cafſander's Teſtimony, by 
telling us how little his Credit is among Catholicks, you thereby ler us ſce 
how much your Church is over-run with Corruptions, when none among 
you can ſpeak againſt them, but they preſently forfeit their Reputation. 

N. z. The Caſe of the Schiſm at Rome between Cornelius and Novatianus, and 
the Employment of Caldonius and Fortunatus from St. Cyprian thither, doth 
belong to the former Chapter, where it hath been fully diſcoutſed of 
already, and muſt not be repeated here. Only thence we ſee, That Rome 
is as capable of a Schiſm within her own Bowels as any other Church is, 
which is abundantly atteſted by the Multitudes of Schiſins; which hap- 
pened afrerwards between the Biſhops of that See. But this being inſiſted 
on by his Lordſhip in the former Controverſy of the Catholick Church, doth 
not refer to this Chapter, wherein the Cauſes of our Separation ſhould be 
enquired into P | | 

d.7. Mhich at laſt you come to, and paſſing by the verbal Diſpute between A. C. 

N. 4. lid. and his Lordſhip about what was ſpoken at the Conference, you tell us, It more 

concerns you to ſee what could or can be ſaid in this Point. M ou draw vp there- 
fore a large and formal Charge of Schiſin againſt us in your following Words: 
Dur Aſſertion, (ay you, is; but, good Sir, it is not what you aſſert, but what 
you prove. Ir were an eaſie Matter for us to draw up a far larger Bill againſt 
your Church, and tell you Our Aſſertion is, That you are the greateil Schiſma- 
ticks in the World. Would you look on it as ſufficiently proved becauſe 
we aſſerted it? I pray think the ſame of us, for we are not apt to think our 
ſelves guilty of Schiſm at all the more, becauſe you tell us what your 
Aſſertion is. If this be your Way of Dealing with us, your firſt Aſertion 
had need be, That you are Infallible; but ſtill that had need be more 
than aſſerted, for unleſs it be infallibly proved we ſhould nor believe it. But 
however, we muſt ſee what your Aſſertion is, that we may at leatl underſtand 

p. 145. from you the State of the preſent Controverſy. Your Aſſertion therefore is, 
That Proteſtants made this Rent or Sch'ſm, by their obſtinate and pertinacious 
maintaining erroneous Doctrines, contrary to the Faith of the Roman or Catho- 
lick Church By their rejecting the Authority of their lawful Fccleſtaſtical Supe- 
riors both immediate and — — : By aggregating themſelves into a ſeparate 
Body or Company of pretended Chriſtians, independent of any Paſtors at all, that 
were in lawful and quiet Poſſeſſion of Furiſdiftion over them: By making them- 
ſelves Paſtors-...1 Teachers of others, andadminiſtring Sacraments without Au- 
thority given them by any that were lawfully impowr d to give it : By inſtituting 
new Rites aud Ceremonies of their own in Matter of Religion, contrary to thoſe an- 
tiently received throughout all Chriſtendom : By violently excluding and dijſpoſ- 
ſelling other Prelates and Paſtors of and from their reſpective Sees, G 5 and 

| enejces: 
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Benefſces: and intruding themſelves into their Places in every Nation where © 


they could get foot ing, the ſaid Prelates and Paſtors for the moſt part yet liv- 
ing. Thele are your Aſſertions, and becauſe you ſeek not to prove them, it 
{hall be ſufficient to oppoſe ours to them. Our Aſlertion therefore is, that 
the Church and Court of Rome are guilty of this Schiſm,by obtruding errone- 
ous Doctrines and ſuperſtitious Practices, as the Conditions of her Communi- 
on; by adding ſuch Articles of Faith which are contrary to the plain Rule of 
Faith, and repugnant to the Senſe of the truly Catholict and not the Roman 
Church ; by her intolerable Incroachments and Uſurpations upon the Liber- 
ties and Privileges of particular Churches, under a vain Pretence of Unz- 
verſal Paſtorſhip ; by forcing Men if they would not damn their Souls by 
ſinning againſt theirConſciences in approving the Errours and Corruptions of 
the Roman Church, to joyn together for the Solemn Worſhipof God accord- 
ing to the Rule of Scripture and Practice of the Primitiue Church; and 
ſuſpending Communion with that Church till choſe Abuſes and Corruptions 


be redreſſed. In which they neither deny Obedience to any Lawful Autho- 


rity over them, nor take to themſelves any other Power than the Law of God 
hath given them, receiving their Authority in a conſtant” Succeſſion from 
the Apoſtles : they inſtitute Mo Rites and Ceremonies either contrary to, or 
different from the Practice of the Primitive Church; they neither exclude 
or diſpoſſeſs others of theit Law ful Power, but in caſe others neglect their 
Office, they may be notwithſtanding gbliged to perform theirs in order to 
the Churches Reformation. Leaving the Supreme ulut hority of the Kingdom 
or Nation to order and diſpoſe of ſuch Things in the Church which of right 
appertain unto it. And this we aſſert to be the Caſe of Schiſm, in reference 
to the Church of England, which we ſhall make good in oppoſition to your 
Aſſertions, where we meet with any thing that ſeems to conttadict the 
whole or any part of it. Theſe and the lite Practices of yours (to uſe your 
own Words) not any obſtinate maintaining any erroneous Dotrines,” as you 
vainly pretend, we aver to have been the true and real Cauſes of that Se- 
paration which is made between your Church and ours. And you truly 
tay, That Proteſtants were thruſt ont of your Church; which is an Argument 
they did not voluntarily forſake rhe Communion of it, and therefore are 
no Schiſmaticks ; bur your Carriage and Practices were ſuch as forced them 
to join together in a diſtinct Communion from you. And it was not we 
who left your Church, but your Church that left her Primitive Faith and 
Purity in ſo high a manner, as to declare all ſuch excommunicate who will 
not approve of and join in her greateſt Corruptions, though it be ſuffici- 
ently manifeſt that they are great Receſſions from the Faith, Piety, and 
Purity of that Roman Church which was planted by the * and had 
lo large a Commendation from rhe Apaſtolical Men of thoſe firſt Ages. 
Since then ſuch Errors and Corruptions are enforced upon us as Conditions 
ot Communion with you, by the ſame reaſon that che Orthodox did ve 
well in departing from the Arians, becauſe the Arians were already de- 
parted from the Church by their falſe Doctrine; will our Separation from 
you be juſtified who firſt departed from the Faith and Purity of the Pri- 
mitive Church; and not only fo, but thruſt out of your Communion all 
luch as would not depart from it as far as you. * 

Having thus conſidered and retorted your Aſſertions, we come to your 


* 


F. 8. 


Anſwers. Nor (ſay you) does the Biſhop vindicate the Proteſtant Party, by P. 145. 
ſayinz, The Cauſe of Schiſm was ours, and that we (. atholicis thraſt Proteftants 
from »s, becauſe they call'd for Truth and redreſs of Abuſes. For firſt, there 
can be no juſt cauſe of Schiſm ; this hath been granted already, even by _ 

ants. 
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flants. And ſo it is by us, and the reaſon is very evident for it, for if there 
be a juſt cauſe, there can be no Schiſm, and therefore what you intend by 
this, I cannot imagine, unleſs it be to free Proteſtants from the guilt of 
Schiſm, becauſe they put the Main of their Tryal upon the Juſtice of the 
cauſe which moved them to forſake the Communion of your Church ; or 
elſe you would have it taken for granted that ours was a Schiſm, and 
thence infer there could be no juſt cauſe of it. As if a Man being ac- 
cuſed for taking away the Life of one who violently ſet upon him in the 
High way with an Intent both to rob and deſtroy him, ſhould plead for 
himſelf that this could be no murther in him, becauſe there was a {uffici- 
ent and juſtifiable Cauſe for what he did; that he deſigned nothing: but 
to go quietly on his road ; that this Perſon and ſeveral others violently 
ſet upon him; that he intreated them to deſiſt, that he ſought to avoid 
them as much as he could, but when he ſaw they were abſolutely bent on 
his Ruine, he was forced in his own neceſſary Defence to take away the 
Life of that Petſon ; Would not this with any intelligent Jury be looked 
on as a juſt and reaſonable: Vindication ? But if ſo wiſe a Perſon as your 


ſelf had been among them, you would no doubt have better informed 


them; for you would very gravely have told them, All his Plea went on a 
falſe Suppoſition, that he had a juſt cauſe for what he did, but there could 
be no juſt cauſe for Murther. Do you not ſee now how ſubtil and perti. 


nent your Anſwer is here, by this parallel to ir > For as in that Cale all 


Men grant that there can be uo juſt cauſe for Murther, becauſe all Murther 
is committed without a juſt Cauſe ; and if there be one, it ccaſeth to be 
Murther: So it his here in Schiſm, which being a cauſeleſs Separation from 
the Churches Unity, I wonder who ever imagined there could be ju/t cauſe 
for it. But to rectifie ſuch groſs Miſtakes as theſe are for the future, you 
would do well to underſtand that Schiſm formally taken always imports 
ſomething criminal in it, and there can be no juſt Cauſe for a /in; but be- 


ſides that, there is that which (if you underſtand it) you would call the 


materiality of it, which is the Separation of one part of the Church from 
another. Now this, according to the different grounds and reaſons of ir, 
becomes lawful or unlawful, that is, as the reaſons do make it neceſſary or 
unneceſſary ; For Separation is not /awful but when it is neceſſary : now 
this being capable of ſuch a different Nature, that it may be good or evil 


according to its Circumſtances, there can be no abſolute Judgment paſſed 


upon it, till all thoſe Reaſons and Circumſtances be duely examined; and 
if there be no ſufficient Grounds for it, then it is formally Schiſm, 4. e. 
a culpable Separation; if there be ſufficient Cauſe, then there may be a 
Separation, but it can be no Schiſm. And becauſe the Unzon of the Cat bo- 
lic Church lies in Fundamental and neceſſary Truths, therefore there can be 
no Separation abſolutely from the Catholic Church but what involves in it 
the formal guilt of Schiſm; it being impoſſible any Perſon ſhould have 
juſt Cauſe to diſown the Churches Communion for any thing whoſe Belief 
is neceſſary to Salvation. And whoſoever doth ſo, thereby makes himſelf 
no Member of the Church, becauſe the Church ſubſiſts on the Belief of 
Fundamental Truths. But in all ſuch Caſes wherein a Diviſion may be 
made, and yet the ſeveral Perſons divided retain the Eſſentials of a Chriſti- 
an Church, the Separation which may be among any ſuch, muſt be deter- 
mined according to the Cauſes of ir. For it being poſſible of one fide, 
that Men may our of capricious Humours and Fancies renounce the Com- 
munion of a Church which requires nothing but what is juſt and reaſon- 
able; and it being poſſible on the other ſide, that a Church calling her uy 
Catholic 


— 


_— — ww 


— —_— - — & _— 


—_— 


—_— 


Chap: II. 


___ Proteflaiits\not guiliy f Schiſm. 33 


guily of grear Err and Corruptions, biz to impoſe them as Condujons 
of Communion with her, t is neceſſary where there is a manifeſt Sepa- 
ration to enquire into the Reaſons and Grounds of it ; and to determine 


Catholick may ſo far degenerate in Faith and Practice, as not only to be 


the Nature of it according to the Juſtice. of the Caule which is pleaded . 


for it. And this 1 hope may help you a little better to underſtand hat 
is meant by ſuch; who ſay, There can be no juſt cauſe of Schiſm; and how 
little this makes for your (TR OE pk X 

Bur you go on and I miſt follow. And to his calling for T ruth, &c. 1 An- 
ſwer, What Hereticks ever yet forſook the Church of God, but pretended T7 ruth, 
and complained they were thruſt out, and hardly dealt with, meerly becauſe they 
called for Truth ant redreſs of Abuſes ? And pray, what Church was ever 10 
guilty of Errors and Corruptions, but, would call thoſe Herezicks, and 
Schiſmaticks who found fault with her Doctrine, or. ſeparated from her 
Coniinunion 2 Ir is ttüe, Fereticks pretend #18 and Sch:fmaticks Aber, 
but is it poſſible chere ſhould be Errors ang*Qorruptions in a Churches 
Communioh, or is it not ? If not, prove but that of your Church, and the 
Cauſe is at an end; if it be, e are to examine whether the charge be true 
or no. For although Herericks may pretend Truth, and others be deceived 
in judging of ir, yet doubtleſs there is a real Difference between Truth and 
Error. If you would never have men quatrel with any Doctrine of your 


Church becauſe Hereticks have pretended Truth: would not the ſame Reaſon, 


hold, why men ſhould never enquire after,7ruth, Reaſon or Religion, be- 
cauſe Men have pretended to 1 all which have not had them. It is 
therefore a moſt ſenſeleſs Cavil to ſay we haye no reaſon to call for Truth 
becabſe Hereticts have done ſo ; and on the ſame Grounds you muſt not be 
called Catholicks becauſe Hereticks have been called ſo. But thoſe. who 
have been Hereticts were firſt proved to be ſo, by making, it appear that 
was a certain Truth which they, denyed ; do you the ſams by us; prove 
thoſe which we call Errors in your hurch to be part of the Catholict and 
Apoſtolick Faith; prove thoſe we account Corruptions, to be parts of Di- 
vine Worſhip, and we will give you leave to call us Hereticts and Schiſma- 
ticks, but not before. But, ſay you, He ſhould have reflected that the Church 
of God is ſtyled a City of Truth by the Prophet, and ſo it may be, and yet 
your Church be a Fortreſs of Error) And a Pillar and Foundation of Truth 
by the Apoſtle, (but what is this to the Church of Rome's being ſoꝛ) And by 
the Fathers, a rich Depoſitory or Treaſury of all Divine and Heavenly Doctrines 
(fo it was in the ſenſe the Fathers took the Church ing-for the truly Catho- 
lick Chriſtian Church). And we may uſe the ſame Expreſſions ſtill of the 
Church as the Prophets, Apoſtles, and Fathers did, and nevertheleſs charge 


your Church juſtly with the want of Truth, and oppoſition to the preaching of 


it, and on that ground juſtly forſake her Communion, which is ſo far from 
being inexcuſable Impiety and Preſumption, that it was only the Performance 
of a neceſſary Chriſtian Duty. And therefore that Woe of Scandal, his 
Lordſhip mentioned, ſtill returns upon your Party who gave;ſuch juſt, 
Cauſe of Offence to the Chriſtian World, and making it neceſſar for all 
ſuch as aimed at the Purity of the Chriſtian Church to leave your Commu- 
nion, when it could not be enjoyed without making Shipwrack both o 
Faith and a good Conſcience. And this is ſo clear and undeniable (to fol- 
low you ſtill ia your own Language) that we dare appeal for a Tryal of our 
Cauſe to any Aſſembly of learned Divines, or what Fudge and Jury you 
pleaſe, provided they be not ſome of the Parties accuſed ; and becauſe you 
| are 
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| by proteſting againſt her. For this (ay you) #5 ſo apparent that 
the whale Worl: 


uſing thoſe Terms or ſome like the 
ther maze a Breach from it; It is ſufficient, that we declare, That by none 


his Lordſhip anſwers, That the Proteſtanis did not get that Name, by proteſt- 
ine againſt the C butch 
would ſerve) againſt her Errors and Superſtitions. Do you but remove them 


cnough to prove us Hereticks, that you call us ſo, unleſs you will likewiſe 
take it for granted, that the Pope is Antichriſt, and your Church, the Whore 
of Babylon, becauſe they are as often, and as confidently called ſo. Andif 
your Church be truly fo (as ſheis ſhrewdly ſuſpected to be), Do youthink 
ſhe, and all her Followers, would not as confidently call ſuch as diſſented 
from her, Fereticks, andthe uſing thoſe Expreſſions of her, virulent Execra- 


tions againſt her, as you do now, ſuppoſing her not to be ſo 2 What there- 


fore would belong to your Church, ſuppoſing her as bad as any Proteſtants 
imagine her to be, cannot certainly help ro perſuade us, Tharſhe is not ſo 
bad as ſhe is. When you ſay ſtill, That Proteſtants did really depart from 
the Roman Church, and in ſo doing, remained ſeparate from the whole Church, 
you very fairly beg the Thing in diſpute, and think us uncivil for denying 
it. You know not what that Paſſage means, That the Proteſtants did not 
voluntarily depart, taking their whole Body and Cauſe together ; ſince there is 
no Obſcurity inthe Expreſſion, but a Defect elſewhere. I can only ſay, That 
his Lordſhip was not bound to find you an Underſtanding as oft as you 
want it. But it were an eaſie Matter to help you; for it is plain, that he 
ſpeaks thoſe Words to diſtinguiſh the common Cauſe of Proteſtants, from 
che Hears and Irregularities of ſome particular Perſons, whom he did not 
intend to juſtifie, ſuch as he ſaith, Were either peeviſh, or ignorantly _— 
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And if you diſtinguiſh the Senſe of your Church from the Judgments of 
particular Perſons, I hope it may beas lawful for us to diſtinguith zhe Body 
and cauſe of Proteſtants from the inconſiderate Attings of any particular 
Men. All that which follows about the name of Proteſtants, which his 
Lordſhip ſaith, Took its riſe, not from proteſting ſimply againſt the Roman 
Church, but againſt the Edict at Worms, which was for the reſtoring all things 
to their former ſtate, without any Reformation, is ſo plain and evident, that 
nothing but a mind to cavil, and to give us the ſame things over and over, 
could have made you ſtay longer upon it. For what elſe means your talk 
of Innovation in Matters of Religion (which we ſay, was cauſed by you) and 
proteſting againſt the Roman Church, and conſequently againſt all particular 
Vifible C hurc hes in the World, and that which none but Hereticks and Schiſ- 
maticks uſed to do? Do you think theſe Paſſages are ſo hard, that we can- 
not know what they mean, unleſs we have them ſo often over? But 
they are not ſo hard to be underſtood, as to be believed, and that the ra- 
ther, becauſe we ſce you had rather ſay them often, than prove them once. 
If the Popes profeſſed Reformation neceſſary as to many Abuſes, I hope they are 
not all Schiſmaticks who call for the redreſs of Abuſes in your Church. Bur, 
if all the Reformation we are to expect of them, be that, which you ſay, 
was effettually ordained by the Council of Trent, if there had not been an 
Edi at Worms, there were the Decrees of that Council which would have 
made a Proteſtation neceſſary. Although we think your Church needs 
Reformation in Manners and Diſcipline, as much as any inthe World, yet thoſe 
are not the 4buſes mainly inſiſted on by the Proteſtants, as the Grounds of 
their Separation, and therefore his Lordſhip ought to be underſtood, of a 
Reformation as to the Errors and Corruptions of the Roman Church ; and 
doubtleſs that Edict of Worms which was for the reſtoring all things to their 
former ſtate, did cut off all hopes of any ſuch Reformation as was neceſſary 
for the Proteſtants to return to the Roman Communion. And whatever you 
ſay, till you have proved the contrary better than as yet it is done, it will 
appear, that they are the Proteſtants who ſtand for the ancient and undefiled 
Doctrine of the Catholick Church, againſt the novel and corrupt Tenets of 
the Roman Church. And ſuch kind of Proteſtation no true Chriſtian, who 
meaſures his being Catholick, by better Grounds than Communion with 
the Church of Rome, will ever have cauſe ro be aſhamed of. 

But A. C. (faith his Lordſhip) goes on, and will needs have it, that the 
Proteſtants were the cauſe of the Schiſm. For, (faith the) though the Church 
of Rome did thruſt them from her by Excommunication, yet they had firſt di- 
vided themſelves by obſtinate holding and teaching * contrary to the 
Roman Faith, and practice of the Church, which to do, S. Bernard thinks, is 
pride, S. Auſtin, madneſs. At this his Lordſhip takes many and juſt Ex- 
ceptions, 1. That holding and teaching was not the prime cauſe neither, but 
the Corruptions and Superſtitions of Rome, which freed many men to hold 
and teach the contrary. So the prime Cauſe was there ſtill. Now tothis your 
Anſwer is very conſiderable. That the Biſhop of Rome being S. Peter's'Suc- 
ceſſor in the Government of the Church, and Infallible (at leaſt with a General 
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Council) it is impoſſible, that Proteſtants or other Sectaries, ſhould ever find 


ſuch Errors or Corruptions definitively taught by him, or received by the Church, 


as ſhould either warrant them to preach againſt her Doctrine, or lawfully to 


forſake her Communion. We fay, Your Church hath erred ; you ſay, It is 


impoſſible ſhe ſhould ; we offer you evident Proofs of her Errors; you ſay, 

She is Infallible ; we ſay, It is impoſſible, that Church ſhould be 7» 

which we can make appear hath been deceived; you tell us again, It is 
Uu impot- 


fallible, 
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impoſſible ſhe ſbould be deceived; for, let Hereticks lay what they will, fe 
is Infallible. And if this be not a Satisfactory Way of anſwering, let the 
World judge. But having already pulled down that Babel of Infallibility, 
this Anſwer falls to the Ground with it; and to uſe your Phraſe, The truth 
16, all that you have in effect to ſay for your Church, is, that ſhe is Jyfaj. 
lille, and the Catholick Church, and by this means you think to caſt the 
Schiſm upon us ; and theſe Things are great enough indeed, if you could 
but make = ſhew of Proof for them; but not being able to do that, 
you do in effect as much, as if a Man in a high Fever ſhould go about to 
demonſtrate it was impoſſible for him to be fick, which, the more he takes 
pains to do, the more evident his Diſtemper is to all who hear him. And 
it is ſhrewdly to be ſuſpected, if your Errors had not been great and pa]. 
pable, you would have contented your ſelves with ſomething ſhort of In. 
fallibility. But as the Caſe is with your Church, I muſt confeſs it is your 
greateſt Wiſdom to talk moſt of Iufallibility; for if you can but meet with 
any weak enough to ſwallow thar, all other things go down without gif: 
pute; but if men are left at Liberty to examine Particulars, they would ag 
ſoon believe it was impoſſible for that man to fall, whom they ſee hun 
the ground, as your Church to be infallible, which they find overſpread with 
Error and Corruptions. 
Much ſuch another Anſwer you return to his Lordſhips ſecond Excep. 
tion, which is, at his calling the Chriſtian Faith the Roman Faith : For, 
ibid. you ſay, It is no incongruity ſo to call it, for the Biſhop of Rome being Head 
| 75 the whole Chriſtian or Catholick Church, the Faith approved and taug bi h 
im as Head thereof, though it be de facto, the general Faith and Profeſſion of 
all Chriſtians, may yet very well te called the Roman Faith; Why > becauſe 
the Root, Origin, and chief Foundation under Chriſt, of its being practiſedand 
believed by Chriſtians, is at Rome. But if the Biſhop of Rome be no ſuch 
thing as Head of the Chriſtian Church (and they muſt have a very wide 
Faith, which muſt ſwallow that Univerfal Headſhip, with all the Appurte- 
ances, upon your bare Affirmation) if it belongs no more to him to a 
prove and teach the Faith than to any other Cat holict Biſhep, if the com- 
ing from Rome affords no Credibility at all to the Chriſtzan Faith; then 
{till there remains as great an incongruity as may be in calling the Chri- 
ſtian Faith the Roman Faith, And as to all theſe my denial is as good as 
your Affirmation; when you undertake to prove, TI ſhall to anſwer. 
If A. C. adds the p radtice of the Church to the Roman Faith, I ſce no 
P. 148. Advantage is gotten by it, for the firſt muſt limit the latter, and the Faith 
| being Roman, the Church muſt be ſo too, and therefore all your Cavils on 
that Subject come to nothing. 
§. 12. The third Exception is, againſt the Places out of S. Bernard, and S. Au- 
37. ſtin, which, his Lordſhip faith, are miſ applied; for neither of them (ſaith 
he) ſpate of the Roman; and S. Bernard perhaps neither of the Catholich, 
nor the Roman, But of a particular Church or Congregation. His Words are, 
What greater Pride, than that one Man ſhould prefer his judgment before the 
whole Congregation 2 Which A. C. conveniently to his Purpoſe rendred before 
| the whole Congregation of all the Chriſtian Churches in 
yd major ſuperbia quam ut unus home the World, Whereas no ſuch thing is in him as all the 
otiCongregationijudicium ſuum præferat, 18 : . : 
ranquam ipſe ſolus Spiritum Dei habearz Chriſtian Churches in the World. And his Lordſhip 
S. Bern. Serm. 3. de Refurrect. faith, He thinks it is plain, that he ſpeaks both of, and 
to the particular Congregation, to which he was then 
' Ibid, preaching. This you deny not, but ſay, The Argument holds à minori ad 
majus, to ſhew the more exorbitant Pride of thoſe, who prefer their Pic 
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watick mere before the Judgment of the whole C atholick Church. The 
Roman 

what is Roman, and therein the Argument you mention will hold yet fur- 
ther, againſt choſe who prefer the Novel Opinions of the Roman Church, be- 
fore the ancient Apoſtolical Faith of the truly Catholick Church. His Lord- 
ſbip adds, That it is one thing to prefer a Man's private FudWment before the 
whole Congregation ; and another, for an intelligent Man in ſomething unſa- 
tisfied, modeſtly to propoſe his Doubts even to the Catholick Church. And 
much more may a whole National Church, nay, the whole Body of Proteſtants do 
it. Now you very wiſely leave out this laſt Clauſe, that you might take 
an Opportunity to declaim againſt Luther, Zu'nglius, Calvin, c. tor want 
of Modeſty. But what Pretext could there have been for ſuch Virulency, 
had they been guilty of what you charge them, if you would but have 
given us all that his Lordſhip ſaid? And may not I now therefore more 
juſtly return you your own Language in the ſame Page, upon a far leſs Occa- 
ſion 3 That here's a manifeſt Robbery of part of his Lordſhip's Words, for which 
you are bound to Reſtitution. For his Lordſhip, as it were, foreſeeing this Ca- 
vil, warily adds that concerning a whole National Church, and the whole Body 
of Proteſtants ; which you for Reaſons beſt known to your ſelf, craftily leave 
out. But we muſt excuſe our Adverſary for this ſlip, though it. be an unhand- 
ſome one; For the truth is, he had no other way to hide the guiltineſs of bis 
own Pen, &c. Theſe are your own Words only applied, and that muck 
more juſtly, to your ſelf, for a more palpable Fault in the very ſame Page, 
wherein you had accuſed his Lordſhip for one of that kind. But you go 
on further, and ſuppoſing the Doubts had been modeſtly propoſed, yet this could 


not at all help the Proteſtant Cauſe, in regard their Doubts were in Points of 


Faith, already determined for ſuch by Authority of the Eatholick Church; to 


queſtion any of which with what ſeeming Modeſty" ſoever is ſinful, heretical, 


and damnable. Were it our preſent Buſineſs, ir were eafie ro make it ap- 
pear, that the far greateſt. part of the Matters in Controverſie, were ne- 


hurch you ſhould have ſaid, for you own no Catholick Church, but 


ver determined as Points of Faith, before the Council of Trent, and, I hope 


you will not ſay, that was before the Reformation, or any Propoſal of 
Doubts ? But, ifrhey had been defined by your Church for Matters of Faith, 
and our great Doubt be, How , your Church comes to have this Power of 
determining Points of Faith, to whom ſhould this Doubt be propoundcd 2 
to your Church, no doubt then we ſhould hear from her, as now we do 
from you, That to queſtion it with what ſeeming Modeſty ſoever, is finful, he- 


retical, and damnable. And, Is it not then likely that your Church ſhould 


ever yield to the Propoſal of Doubts > And you do well to tell us ſo ; for 
it will fave Proteſtants a great deal of Labour, when they ſee your Church 
ſo incurable, that ſhe makes it finful, heretical, and damnable, to queſtion 
any thing ſhe hath determined. Although we do with much morg Reaſon 


aſſert it to be ſinful, heretical and damnable in your Church, to offer ro ob- 
trude erroneous Doctrines on the Faith of the Chriſtian World, as Points 


neceſſary to be believed, and to urge ſuperſtitious Practices as the Condi- 
tions of Communion with her. | £ 6.4 

To the place of S. Auſtin, wherein he ſaith, That it is a part of moſt in- 
ſolent Madneſs, for any Man to diſpute,” Whether that be to be done, which is 


uſually done in and through the whole Catholick Church of Chriſt. His Lord. P. 138. 


itipanſwers, 1. Here's not a Word of th Roman Church, but of that which 


is all over the World, Catholick, which Rome never yet wag ; and for all 
your boaſt of having often ſhewed, That the Roman and the, Catholick are 
all one; 1 dare leave it to the indifferent Reader, Whether you have not 
r Uu: n miſerably 
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miſcrably failed in your attempts that way: 2. He anſwers, That A. C. 
applies this to the Roman Faith, whereas S. Auſtin ſpeaks expreſly of the Rite: 
and Ceremonies of the Church, and particularly about the manner of offer; 
upon Maundy-Thurſday, whether it be in the Morning, or after Supper, or 
both. 3. 'Tis manifeſt by the Words themſelves, that S. Auttin ſpeaks of »y 
matter of Faith there, Roman, nor Catholick, for he ſpeaks of things done, and 
to be done, and not for things believed, or to be believed. 4. A right ſober 
Man may, without the leaſt touch of Inſolency or Madneſs, diſpute a Ie of 
Religion with the Roman, either Church or Prelate, as all Men know Irenæ. 
Ibid. us did with Victor. Now to all this you reply, That the Argument ſtill 
holds à minori ad majus, and reaches to every Perſon that in any matter what. 
ſoever obſtinately oppoſes himſelf againſt the Church of God. And is not this 
an excellent way of arguing from the /eſs to the greater, to argue from a 
Rite or Ceremony obſerved by the Univerſal Church to a matter of Faith de- 
' termined by the Raman Church 2 This is 4 minori ad majus With a witneſs, 
But your Reaſon is,as good as your Anſwer, which is, becauſe there was 
always ſome point or matter of Faith involved in every Untverſally prafliſed 
Rite or Ceremony of the Church. I pray Sir then, Tell us what the matter of 
Faith was which lay in the Offering on Maundy-Thurſday in the Morning, ot 
after Supper 2 and by whom this point of Faith was determined? and how 
far it is obligatory? and whether it be not finful, heretical, and damnable, 
ſo much as modeſtly to doubt of it? For all this, you told us, belongs 
to All matters of Faith determined by the Catholick Church. What re- 
mains of this Chapter, need not hold us long, for A. C.'s illation from 
the Catholick Churches not erring, that therefore it cannot be lawful to ſe. 
parate from the Roman Church, is abſurd and illogical ; and depends on 
that groſs miſtake, that the Roman and Catholick Church are all one, which 
p. 150, 151. we have abundantly diſproved in the precedent Chapter. What follows 


cerning the Catalogue of Fundamentals, and any Errors admitted in the 
Church, being deſtruftive to its Being, becauſe derogatory to God's Veracity, 
have been ſo amply diſcuſſed in their proper places, that I find no Tempta- 
tion from any new Arguments here ſuggeſted, to reſume the debate of 
chem. There being then nothing material, which hath not been handled 
already; J here conclude this Chapter. 


— 


concerning the Catholick Churches not erring, and how far that extends, con- 


n 


— 
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5/0. Of keeping Faith with Hereticks: 


The Occaſion of this Diſpute. The Reaſon why this Doctrine is not commonly 
defended : Tet all own ſuch * from whence it neceſſarily follows. 
The matter of Fat as to the Council of Conſtance, and John Huſſe opened. 
Of the nature of the Safe conduct granted him by the Emperor, that it was 
not a general one, ſalvia juſtitia, but particular, jure ſpeciali; which is 
largely proved. The Particulars concerning Hietom of Prague. Cf the 
Safe conduct granted by the Council of Trent. Of the Diſtinftion of Secu- 
lar and Eccleftaſtical Power, and that from thence it follows, that Faith is 
not to be kept with Hereticks. Simancha, and ſeveral others fully aſſert 
this Dotrine. Of the Invitation to the Council of Trent, and the good 
Inſtruttions there; and of Publick Diſputation. | 


* 


. C.'s Endeavour not only to charge Proteſtant s with the guilt of 
Schiſm, but to juſtifie and clear the Proceedings of the Church of Rome to- 
wards chem, hath led us into a new Diſpute, how far ſhe is to be truſted 
inthe greateſt Promiſes which are made to ſuch whom ſhe accounts He- 
reticks. Which is occaſioned by theſe Words of his, That after this Breach 
was made, theChurch of Rome was ſo kind and careful to ſeek the Proteſtants, 
that ſhe invited them publickly with Safe conduct to Rome, to a General Coun- 
cil, freely to ſpeak what they could for themſelves : Or, if we take his Words, 
25 you give = us, the Senſe is the ſame to our Purpoſe (and therefore 
you impertinently eavil with his Lordſhip for not keeping Faith with 
A.C.) Which did at firſt ſeek to recal them from their Novel Opinions, and 
after their Breach did permit, yea invite them publickly to Rome to a General 
Council, &c. Upon which his Lordſhip ſays: Indeed I think the Church of 
Rome did carefully ſeek the Proteſtants; but I doubt it was to bring them with- 
in their Net. Aud ſhe invited them to Rome. A very ſafe Place, if 2 
mark it, for them to come to, juſt as the Lion (in the Apologue ) invited the Fox 
to his own Den. Tea, but there was Safe conduct pg too: Tes, Conduct 
perhaps, but not ſafe, or ſafe perhaps, for going thither, but none for coming 
thence. Veſtigia nulla retrorſum. Tea, but it ſhould have been to a General 
Council. Perhaps ſo. But was the Conduct ſafe, that was given to a Council 
which they call General, to ſome others before them? No ſure, John Huſſe, and 
Hierom of Prague burnt for all their Safe-contlut. And ſo long as the Jeſuits 
write and maintain, That Faith given is not to be kept with Hereticks, and the 
Church of Rome leaves this lewd Doctrine uncenſured (as it hath hitherto done, 
and no 2 put in of Force and Violence) A. C. ſhall pardon us, that we come 
not to Rome, nor within the reach of Roman Power, what freedom of Speech ſo- 
ever he promiſed us. For to what end freedom of Speech on their part, fince they 
are reſolved to alter nothing > And to what end freedom of Speech pn our part, if 


the moſt part, our Adverſaries love to dwell upon, as thinking they have ſome 
great Advantage againſt us therein. And, can you blame them for inſiſting 


much on that which their Lives are concerned in, and it will appear in the 


Proſecution of this Subject, that we have this great Advantage againſt you, 


after = hath been free, Life ſhall not > This you call a Theme, which, for 


| of 143.17 ' 


P. 152 


that we are come to underſtand your Arts ſo well, as no: fo eaſily to becatch- \ 


ed by your perfidious Subtilties. And as we underſtand your Practices bet- 
| ter 
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ter than to rely on your Promiſes of this Nature, ſo we ate not ſo ignorant 


of the Intrigues of your Proceedings, as to ſuppoſe that commonly and 


openly you ſhould defend this Poſition, That Faith is not to be kept with 
Hereticts. For thereby you would loſe the intent and deſign of jr; for none 
would be ſo ſilly as to venture themſelves into the Hands of ſuch, who 


_ profeſs, They are not bound to keep Faith with them. For, Do you 
thi 


nk that Father Fu/g#ntio would ever have gone to Rome on the Safe-con. 
duct moſt ſolemnly given by Paul 5. if he had underſtood beforchand, 
with what Perfidiouſneſs he ſhould have been dealt with there; and all un- 
der this Pretext, that Safe-condud was given for his coming thither, but not 
for his going thence? Is this the Faith of the Apoſtolical See? Is this the Ca- 
tholick and Roman Faith? If ſo, the Roman Faith, before ever it was Chri- 
ftian, was much more infallible than this; that never was acquainted with 
ſuch a perfidious Infallibility. Well then might his Lordſhip ſay, 7he Con- 
duct might be ſafe for his going thither, but not for his coming thence. Veſtigia 
nulla retrorſum. And ſo Fulgentio to his Sorrow found it. We ſee therefore, 
it is very neceſſary for you to diſown this Principle, as much as poſſible, till 
you have occaſion to practiſe it, and then Woe be to them to whoſe Lot it 
falls to make the Experiment. Though therefore both pub/ickly and privately, 
in Word and Writing, as you tell us, Tou teach and profeſs, That Faith is to 
be kept as well with Hereticts, as Catholicks, yet your Adverſaries have no 
great Reaſon to rely on your Promiſes, when they find your Practices ap- 
parently to the contrary, and thoſe Practices built on ſuch Principles which 
you all own, and contend for, and that notwithſtanding what you conhi- 
dently ſay to the contrary, ſeveral of your Writers have in Terms aſſerted 
it. All which ſhall be made good in this Chapter. And therefore, though 
you fay ir, and ſay it oyer again, thoſe who know the Ambiguity of your 
Expreſſions, your many Reſervations, and Exceptions which you make, 
will not be very confident of the honeſty of your Meaning, by the fairneſs 


. 


of your Expreſſions. Theſe are therefore »o Clamorons Accuſations, but 


very ſad Truths, which the Experience of the World, and your Dealings 
have too often taught us; that at laſt we are forced to diſtinguiſh between a 
Princes Safe conduct, and an Eccleſiaſtical Trepan. For no other will that 
appear to be, which was granted by Pope Paul to Fulgentio, or the Empe- 
tor, and Council of Conſtance to John Huſſe, and Hierom of Prague. If 
Chriſt therefore, after he had ſaid, That they ſhould give to Cæſar the Things 
that are Cæſars, had either denied the Payment of Tribute, or demande it 
himſelf, Becanus might then ſay, That was a fit Parallel for you in this 
Controverſie, whoſe open Actions do palpably contradict you, when you 
fav, That Faith is to be kept with Fereticks. | 

For the clearing of which, we muſt firſt relate the Matter of Fact in 
the Caſe of the Council of Conſtance, and then examine the ſeveral Evaſions 
you make in Vindication of their Proceedings, notwithſtanding the Safe- 
conduct given by the Emperor and Council. The Story then is briefly this; 
A Council. at Conſtance being called, for redreſſing Abuſes in the Church; 
and putting an end to that Schiſm, which was between the three Antipopes, 
Gregory 12, Benedict 13, John 23. John Huſſe is ſummoned by the Empe- 
ror Sigiſmund to appear before it. And to take away all Fears ahd Suſpi- 
cions of unhandſome Dealing, the Emperor grants him a Safe - conduct, in 


which it was expreſſed, Omni prorſus impedimento remoto, tranſire, Rare, 


morari, & redire libere permittatis ; that without all manner of Hindrance, 

he ſhould be ſuffered ro come, appear, ſtay, and return freely. That 

ſuch a Safe · conduct was given by the Emperor, and pleaded by Huſſe, n 
351. | | agree 
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agreed on all Sides. But notwithſtanding this, he had not been above three 


Weeks in Conſtance, but, contrary to his Safe- conduct, 


he is thrown into 


Priſon ;, which being done in the Emperor's Abſence, he returns to the 
Council, and argues the Caſe with them, upon which they paſs the Decree 
contained in the 19th Seſſion of that Council, in theſe Words cited in the 


Margin, which that you may not quarrel with my Inter- 
pretation of, I will take your own: This preſent ſacred 
Synod declareth, That by whatſoever Safe conduct, granted 
by the Emperor, Kings, or other ſecular Princes, to Here- 
ticks, or ſuch as are defamed for Herefie, no Prejudice can 
ariſe, no Impediment can, or ought to be put to the Catho- 
lick Faith, or other Ecclefraſtical Juriſdiction, but that 
(notwithſtanding the ſaid Safe-condutt) it may be lawful 
for any competent and eccleſiaſtical Fudge to enquire into the 
Errors of ſuch Perſons, and duly otherwiſe proceed againſt 
them, and puniſh them ſo far as Fuſtice ſhall require, if they 
ſhall pertinac iouſiy refuſe to revoke their Errors; yea, tho 
they come to the Place of Judgment, relying upon ſuch Safe- 
conduct, and would not otherwiſe come thither ; nor doth he 


who ſo promiſeth, remain obliged in any thing, having done 


what lies in him. Upon this Decree of the Council, the 
Emperor looks on himſelf, as abſolved from his Obli- 


Preſens ſancta Synodus ex quovis Salvo- 
conductu per Imperatorem, Reger, & alis: 
ſæculi Principes, Hereticis vel a. Hereſs 
diffamatis, putantes eoſdem fic à ſuis 
Erroribus revocare, quocunque ſe vinculo 
obſtrinxerint, — 4 nullum Fidei Ca- 
tholice vel Juri ſalctioni Eecleſia ſticæ 
Prejudicium generari, vel Impedimcu- 
tum præſtari poſſe, ſcu debere declarat, 
quo minus diffo Salvo-conductu non 00a 
ſlante, liceat judici competenti & eccle- 
fraſtico, de hujuſmodi Perſonarum Exry0. 
ribus inquirere, alias contra eos 
debits procedere, eoſdemque punire, 
quantum Juſtitia ſnadebir, ſi ſuos Er- 
rores revocare pertinaciterrecuſaverint ; 
etiamſi de Saluo-conduftu confiſi ad Lo- 
cum venerint Judicii alias non venturi z 
wee fic promittentem, cum ſecerit quod 
in ipſo eſt, ex aliquo remanſiſſe obligatum. 
Concil. Conſtant. Seſſ. 19. P. 1075, 
Tom. 7. Concil. P. 2. Ed. Binii. 


gation, and not only concurred in the Sentence againſt Huſſe, but gave 
order himſelf about his Execution. The Queſtion then is, Whether the 
Emperor did not break his Faith with Fohn Huſſe in ſo doing; and, Whe- 


ther the Council did not decree, that neither he, nor any elſe, were bound 


to keep it with Hereticks. Although this Caſe be ſo plain and clear to all 
Perſons, who have any Senſe of Juſtice and Honeſty, that we dare appeal 

to the moſt indifferent Perſons in the World, Whether ir be not a notorious 
Violation of Faith, after a moſt ſolemn Promiſe of ſafe Return, to pro- 

ceed to Judgment againſt the Perſon, who came mecrly relying on that 
Promiſe, and the ſame Perſon to be the Inſtrument of his Execution, who 

gave the Safe-conduct on which he truſted : And whether the declaring, 

that ſuch a Perſon is not obliged to keep his Promiſe, becauſe it is a Matter 

of Hereſie he had promiſed in, be not to declare, That no Faith is to be 

kept with Fereticks. Vet ſince no Actions are ſo bad, if they tend to your 
Advantage, but you will have ſomething to blind the Eyes of the Simple 

with, we muſt conſider what you have to plead in Vindication of theſe Pro- | 
ceedings. You tell us then, That the Emperor did not break his Faith with P. 153. N. 2. 
John Huſle, and that notwithſtanding the Safe conduct given, he was juſtly 


burnt. 


Bold and daring Afſertions! but we muſt enquire into the Reaſons 


of them. Two Things you ſeem moſt to rely on, and the Strength of all 
your Anſwer depends on them; which being the Things, Becanus, and the 
reſt of your Party inſiſt on in this Caſe, I ſhall more cloſely examine. The 
firſt is, From the Nature of the Safe- conduct given, that it was not ſuch as could 
binder Juſtice ; the ſecond is, From the Difference of the ſecular and eccleſi- 
aftical Power, and that the Emperor could make no Promiſe in Prejudice of the 


Churches Juriſcliction. 


Firſt, You diſtinguiſh of a Safe- conduct, which, you ſay, may be granted g. 3. 
two Ways; firſt, Jure communi, when tis given only againſt unjuſt Violence, 
falva ſemper Juſtitia, provided always that Fuſtice be not impeached: Se- bid. 
condly, Jure ſpeciali, when it ſecures a Man againſt all Violence whatſocver, 


whether juſt or unjuſt, and chiefly in that Cauſe for which it was given. 


In the 
former 
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former Manner only, you ſay, a Safe conduct was granted by the Emperor t 


John Huſſe, and by the Council of Conſtance to Hierom of Prague: In the 
latter Sort, the Council of Trent offered Safe-condudt to the Proteſtants in 
Germany, &c. No Faith therefore was broken with John Huſle ; for, a Safe- 
tondutt was only given him Jure communi, by which Fuſtice was to remain 
un-impeachable, fince he was only promiſed to be defended againſt unjuſt Viq- 
lence ; which was performed. 1 grant, a Safe. conduct may be given two 
Ways ; the firſt is to ſecure Men from all unjuſt Violence, in order to a legal 
Tryal; and this is granted in ſuch Caſes, when the Perſon accuſed looks 
on the Law as open for him as well as his Adverſaries, and puts himſelf 
on a fair Tryal before equal and indifferent Judges: And in ſuch Caſes the 
Intent of the Safe-condutt is expreſſed, Damus tibi Fidem publicam Cauſam 
dicendi in Fudicio contra Vim, non contra Furis executionem; as the Formula of 
it is in the Roman Empire ; thence that Imperial Conſtitution which pro- 
hibits that any Safe- conduct be given to the Accuſer, or the guilty Perſon, 
adverſus publicum Judicium, ſed ſolum contra Vim, againſt publick Juſtice, 
but only againſt Violence: But then theſe are the Safe-conducts which 
ſubordinate Officers can only grant ; becauſe theſe have no Power over the 
Life of Perſons, but they are only to ſee Juſtice duly adminiſtred to all Per- 
ſons, in order to which they may give ſuch Safe- conducts as may prevent 
ſuch Things as may hinder the due Execution of Juſtice, But then further, 
a Safe · conduct may be given with reſpect to thoſe who are to judge of the 
Cauſe, 1. e. in caſe a Perſon avoids Appearance, upon Feats that the Perſons 
he is ſummoned before, will preſently caſt him into Prifon, or put him 
to Death; now, if a Safe- conduct be granted by him, who hath the abſolute 
Power of Life and Liberty, ſo as to hinder the Execution of any Sentence 

aſſed, in this Caſe the Safe-condudt is full and abſolute, and admits of no 
Reſtrictions or Limitations. Now this latter is plainly our preſent Caſe; 
For John Huſſe had been ſummoned before to appear at Rome, to vindicate 
himſelf in Point of Hereſie, but ſuſpecting foul Dealing, he durſt nor go: 
And, Can we in Reaſon think he would ever have gone to Conſtance, if the 
Emperor had not granted him ſuch a Conduct as might ſecure him from 
his Fears, as to his Life and Liberty 2 And therefore, ſince the Emperor, 
ro whonrit only belonged to diſpoſe of both, had granted him ſo expreſs a 
Safe-conduct, he thought he might ſecurely go. For, To what End or Pur- 
pole is a Safe-conduct granted, if it be not to ſecure that which the Perſon 
to whom it was given, had moft Cauſe to fear > Now it is apparent, John 
Huſſe was not afraid of any unjuſt Violence 2] the Way, for he was ſo ſecure 
as to that, that he left his Safe: conduct inthe Hands of his Friends, till he came 
at Conſtance, as appears by the unqueſtionable Reports of that Story on all 
Hands; which is an evident Argument, that the Intent of the Safe conduct 
was to ſecure him at Conſtance, from any Injury being done him by the 
Council. And although the Council might take upon them, not only to 
judge of Hereſie, but to condemn him for it; yet as long as the Execution of 
that Sentence belonged to the ſecular Power, he had Reaſon to think, that 
whatever the Council might determine, yet the Emperor's Faith being ſo- 
lemnly given him, he need not fear the Execution of it. For tliat being in 
the Emperor's Power, he was bound by his publick Faith not to give way to 
it. To make this clear by an Inſtance ; Ir is more evident by our Laws, 
that one who hath taken Orders at Rome, coming into the Nation, and be- 
ing convicted of it, is liable to Death, than it was by the Laws then in Force, 
that ſuch who were condemned for Herefie, ſhould be burnt ; Suppoſe now, 
That a Pricſt be ſummoned by the King to appear before his Courts of Juſtice, 


with 
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wich a Safe conduct, or Promiſe given, that he ſhould come, appear; and 
return freely, without any Hindrance ; Would not you, or any other Romi/h 
Prieſt, think your ſelves hardly dealt with, and that the King had broken 
his Faith, if he ſhould not only ſuffer you to be Condemned, but give 
expreſs Order for your Execution; and then tell you, that the Safe · conduct 
was to be underſtood Salud Fuſtitia, without any Impeachment of Fuſtice, 
and that it was only to protect you from all unjuſt Violence? Aud, Was not 
the Caſe uſt the ſame here of the Emperor Sigiſmund, and John Huſſeꝰ Was 
John Pufſe ſo ignorant, as not to eg they would condemn him for Here- 
lie, when a Council at Nome, had condemned him for it already 2 Or, Did 
not he know what Courſe was like to be taken with Perſons ſo condemned + 
hat could he then imagine to be the Intent of this Safe: conduct, but to fe- 
cure him from all Violence to be done to his Perſon, under a Pretence of Ex- 
ecution of Juſtice 2 And for all this, was not the Emperor's Faith violated, 
when he was not only impriſoned, but burnt, by rhe Emperor's expreſs Or- 
der, notwithſtanding his folemn Promiſe, that he ſhould come, appear, agg 
return freely, without any Hinderance + If this be a Saſe- conduct, it is only 
ſuch a one as they that go to the Gallows have, a Safe · conduct to Executi- 
on. Beſides, that this could not be ſuch a Safe conduct, Salvi Fuſtzti4, as you 
ſpeak of, is manifeſt from the Tenour and Words of it. For Safe- conducts, 
being granted in Favour of Perſons, are to be taken in their largeſt Senſe, if 
no Limitations be expreſſed in them; and it is Rule among thoſe whoſhoulg, 
and dounderſtand theſe Things beſt, That a Safe conduct is of the Nature of # 


Covenant, and the Words of it import a Promiſe, and bed, Sele fant vd, fe 
date, & ſapiunt Naturam patti ; qua- 


therefore, if they be general, are extended as fur as the 


8 


= 
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Words will bear. And that all the Doctors do unani- 
mouſly concur, that a general Safe conduct of coming to a 
Judge, or appearing in a Court of Judicature, do import 


a freedom of Departure, and going thence. So that we ? 


ſee, if we take the Emperor's Safe - Conduct in the ex- 


re, fi generalis ſint, extenduntur quate- 
nus verba patiuntur, Omnues Doffores 
uno ore Haan, Generalem promi ſſonem 
Securitatis veniendi ad Judicem ſex com- 
arendi gn Judicio, etiam Libertatem re- 
cedendi abeundiq; comple&/. Pet. Pre · 


mus de Securit. Queſt. 6. p. 33, 36. 


preſs Words of it, it imports much more than ſuch a 
one as is only Salud Fuſtitis; becauſe it ran in the moſt general and com- 
ptehenſive Terms, and was granted fr by any ſubordinate Judge, but by 
che Emperor himſelf, who was able, as well as bound, to make it good in 
the moſt large and extenſive Senſe. But further, if this had been granted 


only Salv4 Juſtitia, ſo that the Council had Liberty to proceed on him as 


they ſaw good, What made the Emperor take their Impriſonment of him ſo 
ill, as Nauclerus and others report he did, and that becauſe of che Safe- 
conduct he had given him? It ſeems the Emperor wanted Becanus, and 


you, to have told him, That he never granted any Safe: conduct, but what 


had the Reſervation of a Salv4 Ju/titis, and that ſuch Juſtice too, as his 
greateſt Enemy muſt ſhew him: If he had known this, he needed not 


dafe · conduct. Laſtly, What need the Council have taken ſuch Pains to 
latisfie the Emperor, by declaring in a Decree, that neither he, nor any 
Prince was bound by their Safe-conducts, ro hinder Hereticks from being 


have been troubled at that which he made account of, in granting the 


puniſhed, if he had not thought himſelf obliged to do it, by the Safe- con- 


duct he had given? And if he did think ſo before the Decree of tlie Coun- 
cil, then certainly there was no Salvd Fuſtiti4 underſtood by him in the 
dafe· conduct he had granted. Thus we-feey how on all Hands it appears, 
from Huſſes Fears and Deſites, the Emperor's Power, the Nature of Safe- 
Conducts, che Emperor's own'Senſe of it; and rhe Council'sDeerece, That 
this firſt Anſwer harh no ground at all, viz. that the dafe· c ut was Wan, 
x e 
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ed jure communi, and that it was only to hinder unjuſt Violence, and not the 
execution of juſtice. 0 „ 

But beſides, you ſay, John Hufſe was juſtly burnt, for two reaſons: The 
firſt is, For being obſtinate in his Hereſie; the ſecond, For having fled, which 
the Emperer had prohibited in his ſafe- conduct, under pain of Death. I anſwer 
It is not, Whether a Man, obſtinate in Hereſie, may be burnt, which is 
now the Queſtion, although that may juſtly bear a Dilpute too: But, Whe. 
ther one, ſuſpected for Hereſie, and coming to a Council with ſafe-conduq 
for coming and returning, may be burnt without Violation of Faich ; your 
firſt reaſon then, is nothing to the Purpoſe, and your ſecond as little: Fj 
Becauſe there is no certain Evidence at all of Z7uſſe's flying; it not being ob- 
jected againſt him by the Emperor, who only upbraided him with his Ob 
ſtinacy in his Hereſie, as the cauſe of his Execution; and withal, if Hauſe 
had fled, and had ſuffered Death for that, as you ſay he bught to have done, 
he would not have ſuffered the Death proper ro Hereſie, but to flying; 
nor been accounted (as by all your own Authors he is) a ſufferer on the 
account of Hereſie. But this being a groundleſs Calumny, it needs no 
further Confutation. | 

Bur before we come to your ſecond Anſwer, the caſe of Zjeromof Prazue 
mult be diſcuſſed fo far as it is diſtin from that of Fohn Huſſe; who, it 
ſeerns, was trepanned by a pretended Safe- conduct granted him by the 
Council, and not by the Emperor, wherein, you tell us, that expreſ; 
Clayſe of ſalva ſemper juſtitia was inſerted (which is another Argument 


that the Safe-condudt of the Emperor to Huſſe was of another Nature, be- 


cauſe it ran in general Terms, without any ſuch Clauſe) but poor Hierom, 
who, it ſeems, was not acquainted with the Arts and Subtilties of his Ene- 
mies, but thought them as honeſt as himſelf, ventures to Conſtance upon 
this Safe- conduct: but when he came thirher, and began to underſtand the 
Jugglings of his Enemies, he thought to ſhift for himſelf by Flight, but be- 
ing taken, was burnt. So that Hierom ſuffered through his honeſt Simpli- 
city and Credulity, not conſidering what that ſalv4 ju/tzti4 would mean 
in his Caſe, which, as they interpreted it, was ſuch another Safe- conduct, 
as known Malefactors have to the place of Juſtice : but to call it a Safe- 
conduct, in the Senſe which Hierom apprehended it in, is as proper as to 
ſay, A Man that is to be executed ſhall have a Salvo for his Life. This 
was therefore intended, as appears by the Event, as a meer Trick to bring 
him within their Power; and ſo all ſuch Safe-condudts granted with thoſe 
Clauſes* (by ſuch Perſons who are to interpret them themſelves) are, and 
nothing elſe: For they are the ſole Judges what this Juſtice ſhall be. Nei- 
ther can you ſay then, That Faith was kept with Hierom of Prague : for 
no ſuch thing as a Safe. conduct, truly ſo called, was intended him; and 
when the Emperor was ſollicited to grant him one, he utterly denied it, be- 
cauſe of the bad Succeſs he had in that of Fohn Huſſe; and ſome of the 
Council being then preſent with the Emperor, offercd to give him a Safe- 


conduct, but they very honeſtly explained themſelves, that it was a Safe- 


conduct for coming thither, but not for going thence again. And ſo it proved. 
So thatFaith was well given to Hierom of Prague, and as well kepttoFohnHuſſe. 

But, ſay you, Had the Proteſtants gone to the Council of Trent, upon the 
ſafe conduct granted them by that Council jure ſpeciali, in the ſecond manner, 
they could not at all have been puniſhed under any pretence of Hereſie, without 
manifeſt breach of Faith ; which all Catholicks hold to be unlawful. The lik: 
may be ſaid of the Safe conduct offered them for going to Rome. But you 
muſt better ſatisſie us, that you look upon this as a breach of Faith, than as 


yet 
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Anſwer, in Vitidication of the 9, 5. 
Council of Con dance, which ig chis, Thür Zy that Decree the Council declares, * \ 0 
that no Secular Power, how ſovereign ſoever, can binder the Proceedings of the © P., 
Eccleftaſt ical Tribunal in Cauſes of Herefitg, for which there'ls g 8 39 
and conſeguentiy, If the Emperor, or any ot harBecular Prince, grants ae 
Ausf. or makes Promiſe of any thing to the Prejudice of It Turiſdtion, #t 

all not hold. The Reaſon is, — ?;;5 a Promiſe made f a thing not fertflin- | | 

to the Juriſclict ion of that Prince nor wholly in his Power to ſee per formell. To 4.0" 
this I anſwer; 1. That if I underſtand anything, tiſis isexprefly to ſay;Thar $ . 

no Prince is to keep Faith with Hereticks and that is it Which you ate charg- * 

ed with ; — . chis Diſtinction to free yout᷑ ſelV es from. No W-] ]§]— 

chat this is the plain meaning of it, thus appears ; - you ſay in the Words im. 

mediately after; Bat the Cbancil uno where teaches, That Faith or Safe kondut 1 
given in temporal Cauſes properly perfathing to vhe Phnces Juri ſaliction, 1. vos fo | 

be kept by all, and to all Perſons of wht" Condition ſoever, fo far as it is poſhb 

Which is as much as to ſay, That in atiy-orher Caſe but that of Herefie, t 0 
are to keep Faith, but not in that: for chis.of Heteſiez is chat witch you op. 
poſe to all Temporal Cauſes;and en ne de g to an Eccleſiaſtical 
Tribunal; when therefore the,Coufitil of Uf ance deerces, That no Secular 
Power is obliged by any 8 idu&, to any thing which May hinder the 
Becleſiaſtical Tribunals proceedihg in cauſes of Hereſie, whatQoth it elſe bur 
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declare in expreſs Terms, That air its mot to be kept wi ö crits ite. in a 

thing relating to their Hereſie; for this, u ſay they ive nothing to 4 
with: and therefore let Kings and Princes make nevet᷑ ſo ſolen Promiſes 
and Engagements to Men dub eden of Hereſie, to their Peril be it, who rely 
upon them, for they have nothing to d6 to promiſe in ſuch Matters? and 
though their Faith be given nevet᷑ ſo publickly and ſolemuly, they are not 
bound to keep it; nay, they are bound not to keep it: for, if they ſhould, 


it would be to the appatent Miſchief and Prejudice of the Church. This 

neceſſarily follows from your own s, and the Diſtinction here uſed by 

vou. that now we need ſeek no further than Mur ſelf, and Becauns, for 

the open avowing of this Principle, That 20 Prince is hound to Reep Faith 

with Hereticts; but if he doth promiſe Safe -· conduct to them though it be 
more than he can do, yet the Church can make that good uſe of it, that b 
that ns ſne ma et tlie Hetetick Her Po Wer; and when ſhe hat 

them; it is but theſj declaring this Promiſe to be null, and ſhe may do with 

em as ſhe pleaſes. "Neither is it qhly Becanus, and you, who ſay this, but 

is the received Principle among du, whatever you ſay or pretend to the 

contriity-;" I ahean not, that you ſay in expreſs Fes, That Faith is not to be 

kept with Hereticts, but by this Diſtinction of the Secular and Eccleſiaſtical 

Power, as you uſe it, you ſay that from whence it neceſſarily follows. But 

yet I anſwer 2. Though this Diſtinction ſhould be granted, yer it cannot 

really excuſe the Emperor from violating his Faith. For, Iſay, he promiſed 

nothing but what was in his Power, which was, to ſecure him as to Life and 

Liberty. Now, although the Emperor had ſuffered the Eccleſiaſtical Tri- 

bunal, to do what belonged to it, which was to enquire into the Charge of 

Hereſie, and to give Sentence upon the Perſon, yet the Execution belong- 

ed wholly to the Secular Power; as the Council it ſelf acknowledged, when 

after the Sentence of Hereſie was pronounced — 5. Huſſe, there was 

nothing of the executive part -which was pleaded, #8 belonging to the 

Church, but only Degradation, and that was petformed in the Preſence of 

b the Council; upon which th Sacred Synod declares, That 

en Hus, Ie keis Det non they had no more to do ith m, but to r him over 

habeat ultrs quod gerere valeat, indicio” to the Secular Power, and accordingly decrees it to be done. 

. & ipſum ture fett Now when the Synod detlares this, Is it not plain, that 

ari relinquendum fore decernit. Concil. 1 

Conſtant. ſeſſ. 1 5. p. 1056. what concerns his Life, doth properly and only belong 

tcdzo the Secular Power ? If therefore the Emperor was 

*bound/to do all which lay in him to do, he was effeQually bound to ſe- 

cure him as to Life and Liberty, for both thoſe lay within his Power. And 

therefore, when he gave Order for his Execution, he was, highly guilty of 

the Violation of his Faith; and if the Council of Conſtaxce: declared him 

abſolvyed as to this roo, it is yet more evident, that they not only decreed, 

That »o Faith was to be kept with Hereticks in Matters concerning the Ec- 

cleſiaſtical Tribunal, but in ſuch as concerned the Secular Power, which 

is as much as to ſay, Not at all. And by this the Vanity of this Diſtinction of 

the Secular and Eccleſiaſtical Power is ſufficiently manifeſt, and that it evi- 

dently appears, that the Council of Conſtance did decree, That no Faith was 

to be kept with Hereticks. And thus I have proved, that his Lordſhip hath 

not, as you calumniate him, ig#orantly or maliciouſly wronged the Council, but 

that no other tolerable Senſe, beſides that which his Lordſhip ſaith, can be 

made of the Decreethen paſſed i and notwithſtanding your Arts and Diſtin- 

ions, nothing can be more plain, than that Foh» Hulſe was trepanned into 

his Ruin by the Faith of the Emperor given to him. It can be therefore 

nothing but either palpable ignorance, or a Deceit as groſs as truſting your 

Safe · conduct in a matter of Hereſie, for you ſo confidently to aſſert, That 
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z daipwit he * 8 = 7t is, the buſineſs had ben ſo clear, that it 

woul have, are. Whergas his Lordihip on — xi the tivle of 

the Decree, and ſb wells yau himfelf "and this hed ully as may 

be, and whereas — can mofe evic the os ling the ouncil, 6 | % 


the Decree wdght doth, in 12 nothing is more plain than th In caſe of 

Hereſſa, no Prince is bound to keep Faith 8 whätſde ver. | 
From the Ouncil of of ö Authors, td ſee, whe- * f. 6. 

ther they do gor con th Op mon this his 2 cites 

oy ,and a 2 as well as Oh LA . 

* wd expreſly ſaith, That Faith is not. to be ke 75 with MD re ſervahde'men et, | Zen, 


þ be h 7 4 7. 2 tis, & ceteris publicis 
icks; as ngither with Tyrants, gg enpther pubs fies 
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imancha Inſtit. Cathol. 
obbers ; and plainly juſti — . * 
41 ; mw 8 V * lar — . 
their ſolemn 7 gment were bum althou ick 10 mote >, bet” unt, qtamvis promiſſa 
curity had been given them, Let us no e. what anfl moot Fri INOS. $3 
you return to — 2 De you Say, he * was in- P. 155. 
fincere or unadviſed in quot ing. con thor. | T-wondet where : am ſure, 

not ſo much as you are in your hy 700 him, For, vou ay Simaucha wo 

holds not this #bſolutely and univer in caſey wherein that which is 

promiſed cannot be eu forme E 


Jay you, ana hath. theſe 


Ford, Veruntamen arius Salomonius ai OY promiſſa eoutra Chriſkim ©. 4 


fides, ſi præſtetur, per dia eſt, F Faith be give inſt Chriſt, that 1150 he 
diſhonour of God, or contrary to the Precegts uf true Religion it were pf. 
aſieſũ in alſerve it. But the Anſwer to this is eaſie: For it appears from 
Simancha sown Grounds,that he ſuppoſeth it holds univerſally,becauſe Faith 8 
can ge yer be given to Hereticks, ſo as that Promiſe can be lawfully perform- 
ed, Becauſe Ten he ſuppoſeth it given aggigit Ohre, and to the diſhs- 
. of God, an crefgre conclugdgs,” it won be Erfidiouſneſs to ob- 

c it And 2 > ka be : "os 12 Grounds, Which he 
gives for ig For, I: Faith be not to be kept „ 
with Tyrants, Pirates, wry hs, bbers, vhich till . e 72 — — 
Body much leſswith Hereticks who deſtroy Souls: which ö aa, l. f. kein bar qui ocri. 
reaſon being abſolute and univerſal, fs Propoſition © be. l : 5 with 2 
muſt be ſo too. And very conſonantly | to his former Ge mats, 4a X — 1 "RB. 
Aſſertions concludes, That if Faith be giyen them with 2 m, coma jure divins G- 
an Oath, againſt the publick good, againſt the Saboation of * . =. ihe 
Souls, againſt divine and humane Laws, it is not to be Mc and it is well | 
known that all Hereſſes are accounted fo by you, and therefore in no Gaſe, © 


Faith is th, beikept with Hereticks. Neither can this ah ly be underſtood - | 


meerly of private Perſons ; for his Words ate ge we ſecz he vi- © 4 
dicates the Proceedin sof the Councilat Conſtante 155 eſe Grouſmds, and he ., 
quotes Marigs Salon ius and Placa, who likewiſe aſſert s eriam bolimobiu: in d. I. a. exact. de 


in terms, That Faith given "if is not to be kept; orig juris, & refert Petrus Placa I. 1e 


Ph ; 1 &. c. 37. in fin. Ira obſeruatum = 
atid makes uſe of the ſtante ob the Council of Cos . Ke carer in ConciligConſtan 


Fance to proye it.  AndyHenocbius whom Simancha 1 ub ſ#lve-condutts, qui ramen contra 
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um fidem necat i fuerunt. Non ergo ſaluo- 
noniſt, and there- 5 flere debuit. D. Scipio. Menochi- 
n in theſe vs, Hb. 1. Concil. 100. 1. 191. 


likewiſe cites, whqh q was an Italia 


fore might well ow the Practic _ _ zn. h 
7 t C. in 4. 
Caſes, faith, That Placa ex -preſly hott hat Faith is Redo eobe 7 eſſe, in- 


not to * kept with Het ele which, he Ach he under. religo eum data fide: eſt a detrimentum 
ſtands fo, hen Faith is eiven tt the” dur off the Catho-" Nei —— CE nid. 
lick Faith : and cites Conradus Brunus to tliis purpoſe, c 1 f en f. 


c. 14. J. 3. cum ſcribit, Non licere 
7 hat zt is not lawful to make Jerk 1 with Here. " pdtiſeFtum hereticis, ut liberb paſine in 


6: damnata eorum fectã vi vere. n. 220. 
ticks, 


142 l E Nes Faith 570 . * 2 Fall. Il. ö 
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reddere beretices ; tum quis inferior mon, Howes y 7 And Menochlus himſelf aſſerts theiSafe'condiet 
Salvum-conduftum concedere dam- 
. het, fark etiam quis Impera- * Princes, in caſe of, Herffe, to leurlauful, be. 


torum & Regum eſt hereticos expugnare, _ inferiour 0 as he 4u ppoſes linces to be fo the 
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n. 227, 228, Therefore the Council of Ong 7 well in nulling the 
| Safe 1 granted to * 


4 what now is this, but in plain 

Terms to allert, Thap Faith is nog to *bez kept with Hereticks : Neither 

can you ſay, as ſome do, That the anoniſts, and not the Church 
of, Rome which aſſert this: for, belide at the Canoniſts underſiand well 
ons the Intrigues a proceediggs of the Court of Rome, although it 
s they do not conceal them foo as theyathould do, yet they are 
* ny only theſe who have aſſerted it, en Men of your Church 
he "have: upon Occaſion, expreſly ſaid it; a are not to expect that this 
ſhould be avowed blick Opinio your Church, for that were to 
make it unſerviceablè to you; but w you have thoſe whom you call He- 
reticks at an Advantage, then is the time to diſcover this. So there wanted 
not ſome to perſwade C harler the Fifth, notwithſtanding the Safe · conduct giv- 

en to Luther at his coming to Worms to deal by him as the Council of Cen- 

xce had done by Jobn Huſſe, and that upon this very Account, That no 

aith was to be kept with Hercticks : But the Emperor, and t e©rinchy.. 
about him, werePerſonsof roo great Honour and Honeſty to hearken tx 

ſuch perfidious Counſels. And no meaner a Perſon than Cardinal , | 

-— „„ admoniſhes Henry, Ting 2 ti he ought not to ten 

Mo IE the Faith he bad g | Pants,andgivesthis R 15 


que promiſiſti præſtanda teneri; quia Ju- eig 
ramentum non debet eſſe i iniqui for it, That an Oath ought 4 4. Inig 11 


prog Hoſins Cardin Bpilt, agg, b And the Jeſuit Poſſe bee to hade giv 
5 ſuame Counſel afterwards to Stephen Kingof Polan Bur 
 _ *theſethings are, as much as poſlible, kept from our view, and the Books con- 

-». - taining ſuchDoctrines in them, are like the Golden Legends bought up by them 
8 ſelves to aun our Diſcovery of their Frauds and Impoſture; and there- 
fore, if we cannot inſtance in thoſe Jeſuits, who have expreſly taught this 
Opinion in Print, yet that only argues the greater Fraud and Subtilty of them, 

who will own and practiſe ſuch Things, which they dare not publickly a- 

vow to the World. And yet it appears from the way uſed by\Beeanus, and 
„% you; in Wannen dee k. r ſelves, that you cannot poſſibly aid the aſſer- 
ting uch things, from nos it neceſſarily follows, That Faith is not to be 
» kept with Heretichs But becauſe the Doctrine it ſelf ven a matter ſo odi- 
ous to the World, being contrary to all Principles of Humanity and Juſtice, 
and which, if practiſed by all thoſe who call&achbchef ereticks, would oyer- 
throw all eivil Societies; therefore you dare not but in Terms difown it, 
though it ſtill remains among choſe Ari r Societe thoſe hidden Works of 
Darkneſs, which want only a fair Oppòttunity to iſcoyer themſelves. But 
as much as you wipe your'Mourth,though it be foul enough in ſaying, That 
neither the Biſhop,ngr all his Gang, are able to name one of them of that 
Opinion, to make it appear, how much yon have abuſed your ſelf in theſe 
Words; I ſhall make a ſhort Buſineſs of it, and name your ſelf for one, and 


Becanus your Author for another, and' refer the — to what goes 9 
+ * : or 
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Chap III. Of keeping Faith with Herencks. 

for an Evidence that you own thoſe Principles from whence it unavòidably 

follows, That no Faith is to be kept with Hereticks. nee 
But, Are the Jeſuits indeed grown ſuch honeſt Men, that not one of their g. 7, 

Number can be named, who aſſert this Doctrine? A Scillęet has artes nuper gens gnara mcends 

happy Change! For ſure they were not always ſo; if ©, £*# imvexit, Gallia, nate two. 
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we believe that excellent Perſon of as great Integrity as "his Julcre gens emiſſoria ab ori 
Learning, and a Romaniſt too, Fac. Auguſtus T huanus, in 
his Elegy in Parricidas, wherewith he concludes his Sa- 


cred Poems, in which he ſpeaks great and ſad Truths of 
that honeſt Society, where he mentions thoſe Cruel- 


ties and Aſſallinations, which were brought into theſe 
Parts of the World by theArts and 
Society, which makes nothing of Laws, Faith, Honeſty, 
Religion, to advance that Intereſt which it hath eſpou- 


ſed; and expreſly ſaith, That they deny Faith to be 


kept, that by their Diſtinctions and Subtilties, they e- 
nervate the Force of divine Commands, they deny Obe- 
dience to Authority, deſtroy Religion, under a Pretence 
of Piety, break Engagements, teach «the murthering 
Kings ; and what not? And yet all this while, not one 


Fucum aſfectat i que gravitate tegit, 
Nata Magiſtrat um convellere, nata Miniſtris 
_ Subſtraherg obſequium,Preſulibuſq;ſuum : 
Geryone que dum placea: faveatq; trifauci, 

Terrarum reliques non facit af heres, 
E carlo facinus dignum putat, omnia [evi 

In Regis longas tradere ſceptra manus, 


"yl Qu diſciplinam morum quæ Gallica ve uit, 
inions of a famous 


Exuto, legum ſolvere jura, metu, 

Et vileis regnantem ani mat, ipſoqʒ necandos 
Horrenda Reges proditione docet ; 

Servandamg;fidem negat,argutiſa;cavillis 
Detorquet magni juſſa ſevera Dei. 

Nos patimur ſegnestentiq; ſi demus ad iram, 
Et pietas ipſa religione perit. 

Protinus Inducie violantur patre Quiritum 
Audi ore, & Martis nuncius urbe venit. 

Nos juvat antique vitam producere vita, 
Nos juvat in priſcd ſimplicitate mori. 
Jac. Aug. Thuan. Eleg. in Parricidas. 


| ticks. But whence came then the great Diſputes, Whether an Oath of Al- 


which Princes promiſe to their Subjects in caſe of Hereſie too? For what 
* Reaſon can be given for the one, which will not hold for the other alſo. And 


of all this Society ever taught, Thar Faith was not to be kept with Here- 


legiance might be taken to Heretical Princes? Was it not from hence that 0 
Hereſie was ſuppoſed todiſſolve that Obligation to Obedience, which other- 
wiſe Men lay under 2 And if it doth deſtroy that Faith which Men owe to 
their Sovercigns, incaſe of Hereſie; Will it not equally deſtroy that Faith 


who were they, I pray, but thoſe Loyal Perſons the Jeſuits, who broach- 
ed, fomented, and propagated that Doctrine? Was not Father Creſwell a 


Jeſuit, who under the Name of Andreas Philopater, 


delivers this excellent Doctrine, That the whole School 
of Divines teach, and it is a thing certain, and of Faith, 
that any Chriſtian Prince, if he manifeſtly falls off from 
the Religion of the Catholick Roman Church, and en- 
deavours to draw others from it, doth by Law of God and 
Man, fall from all Power and Authority ; and that before 
the Sentence of the Pope and Fudge delivered againſt him; 
and that all his Subjeds are free from the Obligation of any 


+ Uath to him, of Obedience and Loyalty, and that they may 


Univ:rſa Theologorum Schola tenet, & 48 
certum ac de fide; Quemcunque principem 
Chriſftianum, fi a Catholics Romana Reli- 
gione manifeſtd diflexerit, & alios awocare 
voluerit, excidere ſtatim omni pot eſt ate, C 
Dignitate ex ipſa vi Juris Divini & Hu- 
mani : hocque & ante ſentin:iam Pontiff. 
cis & Judicis contra ipſum prolatam; C 
ſubditos quoſcunque liberos eſſe ab omni Ju- 
ramenti » Obligat one, quod de Obedientis 
preftitiſſent, poſſeque & debere hujuſmodi 
hominem tanquam Apoſtatam & hærcti- 
cum ex dominatu ejicere, ud allot inficiat. 


and oug ht to caſt ſuch a one out of his P owe r. ax an Apoſtate, * en Edict. Regin. 
and a Heretick leſt he infect others. I might mention many | 

more, who write aſtę the ſame Nature, but I ſpare you, only this one may 

ſerve inſtead of many; for he delivers it not only as his own Judgment, but 

the conſent of the School, and as a thing moſt certain, as being of Faith: And 

will you ſtill ſay, That no Jeſuits own ſuch Principles, as, That Faith is not 

to be kept with Hereticks © For if Hereſie doth thus deſtroy all Obligation to 

Obedience in Subjects to Heretical Princes, Will it not much more in Princes 

toward heretical Subjects? Becauſe certainly Princes have a greater Power 

and Right to command over Subjects, than Subjects over them, even in 

your own caſe of Hereſie. Since this therefore is the avowed Doctrine of 

the Jeſuitical School, perſwade whom you can to believe, that you look on 

an Obligatioff to Faith remaining in a caſe of Hereſic z Certainly, none who | 
un- | 


* 
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| | underſtand your Principles and Practices, will have much cauſe to rety on 
1 - your Faith in this Particular. So much at preſent of the Jeſuits Integrity, 
| as to his Principle of keeping Faith with Hereticks. What you add further 
about the Council of Couſtance, and Fohn Huſſe, and Hierom of Prague, is 
only ſerving up the very ſame Matter, in ſomewhat different Words; for 
there is nothing contained in them, but what hath been ſufficiently difpro- 
ved alteady: for it all depends on the nature of the Safe conduct, and the 
difference of the Secular and Eccleſiaſtical Power. 1 
9. 8. His Lordſhip very pertinently asks, Sup poſing Men might go ſafely to Rome, 
To what Purpoſe is it to go to a General Council thither, and uſe Freedom of 
Speech, fince the Church of Rome is reſolved to alter nothing; and you very 
| pertinently anſwer, That they were invited thither to be better inſtructed, and 
P. 157. reclaimed from their Errors. But, Will no Place ſerve to reclaim them but 
Rome ? they not be as well inſtructed elſewhere, and by other Means, 
than by being ſummoned to a General Council > We had thought the Inten- 
tion of General Councils had been to have had free Debargs concerning the 
Matters which divide the Church. But, it ſeems the Proteſtants muſt have 
been ſummoned as guilty Perſons, z. e. Hereticks,and their Adverſarics muſt 
have fate as their proper Judges, and ſuch who were accuſed as the great 
Innovators, muſt have believed themſelves Infallible, and by your own Say- 
ing, 1f an Angel from Heaven had come as a Proteſtant thither, he would not 
have been believed; nay, it had been well he had eſcaped Þ, if your Power 
were as great over Spirits, as over our groſſer Bodies. So I ſuppoſe John 
Huſſe, and Hierom of Prague were invited to Conſtance to be better inſtruct. 
ed; and it is well we know by their Example, what you mean by your goed | 
Inſtractions, and out of a deſire to avoid them, care not how little we appear, 
where our Adverſaries not only intend to be Judges, but reſolve — | 
to condemn us whatſoever we ſay : For ſo you tell us, That Rome, and the 
Fathers of Trent were reſolved to ſtick to their own Doctrine (which they call 
Catholick) notwithſtandtng any pretended Difficulties or Oljections brought. 
againſt it, either by Biſhops, or any other Perſon. Your kind Invitations 
then of the Proteſtants, were wonderful Expreſſions of your Churches Ci- 
vility towards them; that they might be preſent to hear themſelves con- 
demned, and then eſcape how they could themſelves. | 
The offer of a publick Diſputation, his Lordſhip truly tells you, {gnifes 
nothing, without an indifferent Arbitration, and the Impoſſibility of agreeing on 
that, renders the other uſeleſs ; and only becomes ſuch Thraſonical Perſons as 
Campian was, who yet had as little Reaſon as any Man to boaſt of his At- 
| chievements in his Diſputations. When you therefore ſay, His Lordſhip 
would have ſome Atheiſt, Turk or Jew, to fit as indifferent Perſons ; you ſhew ® 
only your Scurrility, and want of Underſtanding. For his Lordſhip only 
inſiſts on the Neceſſity of that, to ſhew the uſeleſneſs of publick Diſpurati- 
ons, where ſuch cannot be agreed on, as in this caſe, And he truly faith, 
This is a good Anſwer to all ſuch Offers ; that the Kings and Church of England 
had no Reaſon to admit of apublick Diſpute with the*Engliſh Romiſh Clergy, 
till they ſhall be able to ſhew it under the Seal or Powers of Rome, that that 
Church will ſabmit to a Third, who may be an indifferent Fudge between us and 
them; or to ſuch a General Council as is after mentioned (not ſuch a one as you 
would have, whereinthe Pope ſhould fit as Head of the Church, for that is to 
p. 185; makethe greateſt Criminal, Judge in his own Cauſe.) And this, ſairh he, is 
an honeft,and;T think, a full Anſwer. Aud without this, all Diſputation muſt end 
in Clamour ; and therefore the more Publick, the worſe. Becauſe, as the Cla- 
mour is the greater, ſo perhaps will be the Schiſm loo. 0 882 
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your Power to thfuſt us out of the Church + © You. ©, af, 
we were thruſt out fr um i he Church of Rome, But that It Was wot wit 
Which, that you might not ſeem to f gratly, you pferend t 
Cauſes of ou Expulſion⸗ ech your own Con [OD 
viſion or Seen lies at the Church of A Door, et 
evident, that there were moſt juſtand ſufficient Reaſong 
Proteſtants out of her Communion. II thereforꝭ the Chg 
thruſt the Proteſfints from her Communion, for doin 
became them as J of _ e Charch, t ph | 
Schiſmatical Party, and not the Proteſtang, For, ſuppaſing any, huren 
(though pretend to be neyer ſo Catholich) doth rg re =S. Eds | 
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8 * Now this is plainly the gaſe between the Churc 

oa - Commutiion ar che tholick Church lies open to all ſuch who own the 

ntalgof Ohriſtian Faith, and are willing tc Join in the Profeſſion of 

Now'to, theſe your C Church adds many Þatticular Voctrines, which 
have no Fopdation in Seripture, or the Conſent of the Primitive Church, 

| L ' biheſe and 

jd >» ons of her Communion, ſo that At*thoſe are det arred any right of Com. 


of Rome, and Outs ? The 


£8 > Jongg — het, ho will not dove of them; by Which it appears, 
* ” * your © 


N ee firſt Vielgtion of the Ke of the Oatholick; 
Men are el of your Tommuntjon, for * 
do not divide themfelves from you, any 


And w fer Nu 
7 . 0 ph yoſrt 4 Fer 


4 an you ayefirſt ſep your ſelveg i che Catholick Chur h, 
* And 792 your Church by this Act is Altea rated from the Colm. 


nion of the Catholicł Church, the diſow ing of t oſe things where in your 
* Tburch! is become Schiſmarieal, cann 


ey be any culpable Separati- 
pon. Fot, whatever is ſo, muſt be from a horch ſo fax as it is Catholick; 


5 4 2 + but in our caſe it is from a Church fo fir only 28 it is nde Catholick, 7. e. % 

» - - farasit hath divided hes ſelf from the Belicf and Way og of the Uni- 

veg. Church. $6 $1) my * „ 

1 2. But herein 5 cat Vina is committed by you, when — weak the 
Cemmunien of the Carholick Church — Judgraenr of all, or moſt of the 
kam huecheg, of ſuch an Ag uppoſes that Fe Chat ofſome 
® one particu ut of — mo ms from all Etrors and Cor- 


toalſert ; and that is all 


* 


T. 159. Mt ge you have for ſaying, That the Separation of Proteſtants was not 
mT Lis. the Church of Rome, But (as Calvin confelſath] à toto mundo, from 

* be whole Chr; 752 World, and ſuch a Sepation neceſſarily involtes'S eparation 
TIF N the true Catholick Chuch. Now to this we anſwer twothings, 1. That 
1 Nes have not 9452 ed from the whole Chriſtian World in any thing wherein 


9 the whole Chriſtian World is agreed; but to diſagree ftom the particular 
batch es ofthe Chriſtian World, in ſuch things wherein thoſe Churches differ 

g 1 a deute ** not 1975 rate from the Chriſtian World, but to diſi- 
* Free we ſom ſuch particular Churches. As Thope you will not 


e vided from all Mankind, who doth in ſome Feature or 
* 10 difler om any one 2 Man; but, altho he doth ſo, he doth not 
differ tom any ip "tholf t ber ene are common to all; for that were 
* to diffet from All; but only differs from one in the Golour of his 
Eyes, from another in his Co e and n the Afr of his Countenance, 
| ſo in other things; {this Man, though he ſhould differ om every parti- 
cuular Man in che World in ſomething or other, yet is 4 Man ſtill as well as 
any, becahſe he agrees Wich chem in thar Pied che l agree, which is, 


* N Humane Nature, nde only in thoſe Things Wherein they differ from 
3 each other. And therefore from ce b emen: of th&Proteſtants from 
4 any one particular Chnrchgit yo {is follows, that they feparated from 

» the whole Chriſtian World, and t om the buch. 2. 
Pt , 5 | tholic Church is not robe meaſured by the par- 


? a ices of all, or any Particular Churches, but by ſuch 
Per . > che n Church. For 
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there can be no Separation from the true Catholick Church, but in tuch 


things wherein it is Catholick ; mow it is not Catholick in any thing, but 


what proper'y relates to irs Being and Conſtitution. For whatever elſs 


there is, however univerſal it may be, is extrinſecal to the Nature and No- 
tion of the Catholic Church, and therefore ſuppoſing à Separation from the 
Church, in what is ſo extrinſetal and accidental, it is no proper Separation 
from the Catholick Church. As for Inſtance, ſuppoſing all Men were agreed, 
that ſome particular Habit ſhould be worn all over te World, wil 

That any Number of Men who found this Habit extremely” in@@Hhvenicurt 


for them, and therefore ſhould diſuſe ir, did on that Account ſeparare from 


humane Nature, and ceaſed to be Men by it? Such is the caſe of any par- 


ticular Chiffches laying aſide ſome Cuſtoms or Ceremonies, which in ſome , 


one Age of the Church, or more, * greateſt part of Chriſtian Churches 

though this general Rraftice ſhould 
make Men more diligent in Enquiryy, and careful in 
ſuch a Church having Power to govern it ſelf, ſee ReMag to alter it, it doch 
not ſeparate from tho Communion of the Catholick, Ch 


from the Church Catholick, but what relates to ic properly as Catholick ; 
now that doth not relate to it as Catholick, which it may be Citholick 
without. Now certainly you caunot have ſo little Reaſon as to aſſert, that 
the Church cannoꝝ be Catholick without ſuch extrinſecal and accidental A. 
greements. And from hence it follows, That yo Church can be charged 
with a Separation from the true Catholick Chuteh, but what may be pro- 


red to ſeparate it ſelf in ſome thing neceſſary to the Being of the Catholic 


you ſay, 


at they did; yet if 


| ch therein, and 
therefore doth not ceaſes be a Church. For there is no culpable i s 


& 


Church; and fo long as it doth not ſeparate-4s to 2 Eſſentials, it can- 


not ceaſe to be a true Member of the Catholick Church. It you would 
therefore prove, that the Church of Eng/and, upon the Reformation, is ſe- 
parated from the true Catholick Church; you muſt not think it enough to 


lay, (which as weakly as commonly is ſaid) That # one, particular Ghurch . 
can be named, which in all thinzt agreed with it; for that only proves, that 


ſhe differed from particular Churches in ſuch Things herein they differed 
from each other, but tliat ſhe is divided from all Chriſtian Charthes#n ſuch 


Things wherein they are all agreed, and which are eſſentia to the Being of 
the Catholick Church; when you have proved this, you may expett 4 fur· 
"S 


ther Anſwer. | 


ot, 8 
your Church had ſepatated her ſelf from che Commugion of the Sacholick. 
For which we muſt further consider, that although"ftothing ſeparates a 


Church properly from the Catholick, bug, whar is conttary to the Beipg of 


. 


itz yet a Ghurch may ſeparate her ſelf frog) the Commun on of the Catho- 


* 


the Catholick Church. As for Inſtance, Though we ſhonld grant, AAoration 
of the Euchariſt, I ocat ion of Saints, and Pry Ci Anages tc 
ſuperſtitious * taken up wighout ſufficient C rounds in the Church, 
yet ſince it appeats, that the Communion of the Catholick Church was free 


9 


for many Hundred Years, withdut apProyime or uſſhg theſe things; thar 
{e, bu 


Church which ſhall got only publickly uſe, hug enjoyn ſuch things upon pain 
of RAN an gr Churth, doth, a . Ir r N raw 


the Bounds of Catholic Kean ron wichig bel gl and ſo div es her ſelf 
from the true Eacholick hurch. For, whatever confinès; mult like wiſe di- 
vide the Church; for. by that Confincment a Separation is made * 
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* 


eg to be only | 
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lick, by taking upon her to make ſuch Things the noceſſary Cotxditidtis of 
her Communion, which never were the Conditions of Communton with 


| | / 
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the part confined, and the other, which Separation mult be made by the 

Party fo limiting Chriſtian Communion. © Mit was in the Caſe of the Dg. 

natiſts, who were therefore juſtly charged Arch Schiſm, becauſe they con- 

fined the Catholick Church within their own Bourtds: i And if any, other 

Church doth the ſame which they did, it mult be liable to the ſame Chafoe 
- which they were, The ſum then of eee is, That the Being 

the Catholick Church lies in Eſſentials, that for particular Church to dif. 


[ agree gg all other particular Churches in fome exttinſecal and accidental 
Things, is not to ſeparate from the Catholic Church, ſo as to ceaſe to be 
Church; . . whatever Church makes ſuch extrinſecal Things the neceſ- 
ſary Conditions of Communion, ſo as to caſt Men out of the urch, wha 
ö - . » yield notto them, is Schiſmatical in ſo doing; for it thereby diyides it ſelf 
| from the Cat holict Church: and the Separation from it, is ſo far from being 
4 Schiſm, that being caſt out of that Church on thoſe Tetnfs gol returns 
1 them tothe Commulion of the Catholick Church. On which Grounds it 
will appear, that yours is the Schiſmatical Church, and not ours. Por. 
although before this impoſing Humout cam } naler Chirchs, 
|} Schiſm was defined by the Fathers, and others, tõò be a voluntary departure 
' out of the Church, yet that cannot in Reafoh be underſt&od of any parti- 
| cular, but the true Catholick Church; for not only Perſons, but Churches 
may depart from the Catholick Church; and in ſuch Caſgs, not thoſe who 
depart from the Communion of ſuch Churches, but thoſe Churches which 
| | departed from the Catholick, are guilty of the Schiſm. 88 
- Theſe things I thought neceſſary to be further explained, not only, to 
Mew, how falſe that Impuration is, of our Churches departing from the true 
Catholick Church, but with what Reaſon we charge your Church with de- 
parting from the Communionof ĩt; and therefore not thoſe whom you 
thruſt out of Communion, but your Church ſo thruſting chem out, is ap. 
b parently guilty of the preſent Schiſm. © © + 
p. 188. n. 1. But ſtill you ſay, Tour Church had Sufficient canſe for the Expulfion of Pro- 
teſtants out of her Communion ; and for this you barely repeat your former 
Aſſertions, and offer nor at the Proof of one of them; as though you in- 
tended to carry your Cauſe, by the frequent repeating your Declaration. 
But, Sir, it is the Proof of what you ſay, that we expect from you, and 
not the bare telling us, That Proteſtants are Schiſmaticks, becauſe they are 
Schiſmaticks. When you will be at leiſure to prove, that the Proteſtants 
were guilty of Heretical Doctrine, or Schiſmatical Proceedings; that they 
raiſed a, ſeparate, and mut inous Faction of pretended Chriſtians, diſtinſ 
from the one Catholick Body of the Church ; by chuſing new Paſtors, inſtituting 
neu Rites, aud Ceremonies not in their Power to do, by Schiſmatieal convening 
in ſeveral Synods,* and there broac hing new heretical Confeſſions. of Faith ; 
when] ſav; You ſhall think good to prove all, or any one off theſe, ybu 
ſhall receive ſo full an Anſwer as will make it evident, that rhe Proteſtants 
did not depart from the Catholick Churches Doctrine and Communion ; but 
that the Church of Rome, is deparred thence, firſt, by impoſing erroneous 
Dodtrines, and ſuperſtitious Practices, as Conditions of Communion, and 
then by thruſting out all ſuch as would not Conſent to tm. 
_—. 44 His Lordſhip diſputing the Terms on which a Separation in the Church 
N. n. aa. may be lawful, faith, 7 hat Corruption in Manners only, is no ſufficient Cauſe 
4 to make a Separation inthe Church. And, ſaith he, T lits ig at inzenuouſly con- 
feſſed for ybu, as by me. For if Corruption in Manners were a juſt Cauſe { 
actual Separation of vne Church from another, inthat Catholick Body 'of Chriſt, 
the Church of Rome. bath given as great cauſe as any, fince (as FRE 
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but Nac. Let Eraſmus ſpeak, Who. underſipo taying add ſingi 
"a antiunculirum,) clamorum, mur murum ac REL "ubique pas {4 3) in 
ww 1 guid iſta deleffant Superos.. Do you think thoſe Prayers And Hyn n 
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"who have wiſe and devout Men ng 1 » ur ſelves have bee 
the teMt Pres of your mimical, uacouth . ſuperſtitious Devgrions } 
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red (us &raſmus:ſaid), what they thouglit &f Chriſt, N ; 
who'tmagined he could be pleaſed with chem. (uid 3 Pry whil beer. 
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riferous flowers (as you expreſs it) than for es to find out an honeſt 
man in his Croud of Citizens. Therefore net to diſpute with you the firſt 
Inſtitutions of Monaftick Life, nor how commendable the Nature of it is, 
nor the Conveniences of it, where are no indiſpenſable Vows; the 
main Things we blame in them, are, the Reſttaints of men's Liberties, what. 
ever Circumſtances they are in, the great Degenfracy of them in all Re- 
ſpects from their PrimitifW@»/itutions, rheeat Snares Which*he Con- 
ſciences of ſuch as are engaged in them, Ire almoſt, contimually expoſed 
to, the unuſefulneſs of them in their multitudes 7 the Chriſtian Vorld, the 
eneral Unſerviceableneſs of the Perſons who live in them the great , 3 
— which oe, hp ſubject to, and often over-run with ; and if theſe 54 
then be the greateſt Ornaments of your Churches Garmentg, it is an caſic a 
Matter p eſpy the Spots which ſhe hath upon her. What you 2 
cerniug the good Lives of Papiſts and bad hy, i hows if taken univer ally, 


is as unjuſt as uncharitable; if indefinitely, it ſhews only that not the par- , 
ticular Lives of men on either ſide, but the Tendegigy.of rhe Dgrine, to pro- MW 
mote or hifder the Sanctity of them, is here to be regarded. And to that 
you ſpeak afterwards, but in a moſt falſe and virulent manner, when you 
P. 16, Jay, That though fins be committed among you, they are not defended or juſtified 
as * works; whereas, among Proteſtants, Darkneſs it ſelf is called Light, 
and the greateſt of all Sins, viz. Hereſie, Schifm, Sacrileze, Rebellion, &c. 
together with all the bad ſpawn they leave behind them, are cryed up fut perfe © N 
Virtue, Zeal, good Reformation, and what not 2 I doubt not but you (Why | Me 2 
be ready to defend and juſtifie this open Raillery of yours, and call it a g, WE. 
Work, notwithſtanding what you ſaid before. If we had a mind to clay 
you in ſuch Things, How eaſie a matter were it to tip up all the Frauds, 
poſtures, Villauies of all forts and kinds which have been commirred by thoſe 
who have fate in your 5 Chair, an them all on your ( hurch, I. 
with much more Juſtice than you do the Milcarmpes of any under the 
name of Proteſtants? For the Proteſtant Churehes difown ſuch Perſons, and 
condemn thoſe Practices with the greateſt r ; whereas you ex- 
cuſe, palliate, and plead for the Lives of the Popes, as much as you dare, and 
not out- face the Fun at Noon, which hath laid open their Vi/lanies. Where 
do the Principles of Proteſtants incourage or plead for Hereſſe, Schiſu, 
Sacrilege, Rebellion, &c. much leſs cry them up as Heroical Ations ? Doch N 
not the Church of Exgland diſowu and diſclaim ſuch Things to the uttet- 
moſt? Have nor H Suffering made it appear, how great a hater ſhe yg* , 
of Hereſies, Schiſm, Sacrilege, and Rebellion? Did ſhe ever ep thoſe 2 
Martyrs who died in Gan-powder Treaſons ? Did ſhe ever cali: lawful to 
diſobey Heretical Princes, and to take away their lives? Yet theſe Things 
have been done by you, and the Poctsbf chem not condemned, but rather 
fomented and incouraged, as zealous Promoters of the Holy See, and moſl 
devout Sons of the Church of Rome. Ceaſe therefore to charge the, guilt 


of Perſons diſowned by the Churth of England upon her; when you ate Ws tr 
unwilling to hear of the Faults of thoſe Per 6 
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| | bx among your ſelves, Wh ol | 
you dare not diſown, I mean your Popes and Feſuits. * 1 
p * K 1 . 12 2 4 ' in 
d. 5. Leaving therefore theſe unbecoming Raillerzes of yours, and that which hy. 


occaſioneth them, viz. Corruption of, Manners, we come to confider that, . 2 

which is more pertinent to our Purpoſe, viz. Errors i Doctrine; which his * 60 

Lordſhip truly aſſigned as the ground of the Reformation, and not o, 20 

P. 147. n. a. that there were doarinal Errors in jour C urch, but that ſore of t he Error Ai 
of the Roman Church were dangerous to Salvation, For it is not p, . 

. | : Error; 
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Hoſ. 1. 1. Kings before Hezekiah, inwhich Hoſed\yroplihe 


2 King. 15. 4. is ſaid, That the High, 5 haces 1 were noBremoved, but the P cople ſapri 


v. 35. 


2 King. 16,3 


3,4 3 12 ' Incqnſe in the High Places, 445 Foe 
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Okriab, d Axariaß in the Book of 
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2 King. 16. 


10, 11. 


ſhould be 15 oken int img of Hereah * of che four Kings he 
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rape and the High. Prieſt were unitedy; could e guilty of no Doctrinal 


rrors: No not although the” x prono6tince 


condemn him to be-crucified Malelatr for theg certainly Judah 
and the High · Prieſt were Aale Bug, Tkn o you will r Jou Jpake 5 
of the Time before the Meſſias was come. And was it then IC, x That, as | ang. 


as Judal was united mit h hen Head, the Figl. Prieſt, there was ng nee dof Re. 
formation What think you then of the time of Abag, when Cre the 
Prieſt built an Altar at the Command of Ahàz, accerding, ye the Pattern of the” 


Altar of Damaſcus, cofitrary to God's expreſs Law: yet, according to you oy 4 
. as lon 5 as Judah was united with her Head, the High. Pries there was nothi ns Ih 


which needed Reformation: - And, althou ghar be plainly affirmed, 


: King. 17.19, Judah kep? not. the C ommands of the Lord! their ** but walked i the Lanker 
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rated, grant 
Rome; for. Ethel h ae were great Corruptions in Fadabh, and as great 


of Iſrael which They bad made; yet 


, Knew ' udah's Inno- 
cency better than God, — Probes Aid, 


75 ae egal That as 


long as ſhe was united with her Head the High? Prieſt; whar I pray, 
was there of Her Reformation 2 2 And this being the Caſe * I may 
_ eaſily grant you, That Judah 14 not the Proteſtant Party, that of the. 


Roman Church, i. e. while 'J udaltwas unter ber Co 
ſay, ſhe needed no Reformation, ſhe is the fitteſt Parallel yo oue eobld think f 
for your Church; but We pretend to no Parallel bet w n Tudah * the, 
Proteſtant Party, in ot nec Hing d, Reformation, but in her Power 

her ſelf. Which we ay. ſtill, at ſhe had, rhough Iſrael would not j Goin 40 


tions ; Land yet, y o 
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wholly» betwe Judah nc 


in your Church, yet with the fame Reaſon, du ſay, That either needed 


Reformation : Bur if we ſpcak of Judah reforming herſelf under Fezekiah, 


then we ſay. The parallel! lies berwcen Judah and the Proteſtant Party,; 
whatever you ſay to the "contrary, But you ſheewdlyyask, f you 4, 
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Chap: IV. Church of bngland jaſtified. 8 153. 


as Symbols of the Divine Preſence ; for no more did Feroboam and the I/ 
raelites intend by their Calves, and there is no Pretence which you ule to 
juſtifie your ſelves from Idolatry, but will excuſe Feroboam, and the Ten 
Tribes from it. If the Proteſtant Party then be Judah, it is caſie finding 
out the revolted Ten Tribes, and Feroboam's Cabal, the Court of Rome an- 
ſwering to this, as the Church of Rome doth to che other. But we cannot 

be Judah, becauſe we left the Catholick Jeruſalem, that is Rome the City of 
Peace: By whom, I pray, was Rome Chriſtened the Catholick Feruſalem 2 
For if we conſider the Worſhip there uſed, and the politick Ends of it, it 
much more looks like Samaria, or Dan, and Bethel. If Rome be our Catho- 
lick Feruſalem, ſtew us, When God made choice of that, for rhe peculiar 
Place of his Worſhip 2 Where we are commanded to reſort thither for Di- 
vine Worſhip > When God placed his Name there, as he did of old in Jeru- 
falem > When you have ſhewed us theſe Things, we may think the worſe of 
our lelves for leaving Rome, but not before. And, let the World judge, Whe- 
ther it be more likely one ſhould meet wich the Worthip of Golden Calves at 
Rome, or among the Proteſtants ? It is you who have found out new Sacri- 
fices new Objetts of Worſhip, new Rites and - eremonies in it, new Altars, and 

h conſequently new Prieſts coo ; and yer for all this, you mull be orthodox Ju- 
dah, which needed no Reformation > And who, I pray, do in point of Obe- 
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5 dience molt reſemble the Ten Tribes? Have not you ſet up a Spiritual 
Ny Jeroboam.aS a new Head of the Church, in Oppoſition to the Son of David? 
1 And that you may advance the Intereſt of this Spiritual Head, you raile his 
N Authority far above that of Kings and Temporal Princes, whom you ought 
3 to be ſubject to; declaring it in his Power to excommunicate, depoſe, and 
1 abſolve Subjects from Obedience to them. And therefore is not the Paral- 
5 fr lel between the Ten Tribes, and the Church of Rome, very pat, and muchto 
be the purpoſe 2 But when you would ſeem to return this upon us by a falſe 
* and ſcurrilous Parallel between Feroboam, and that excellent Princeſs Queen P. 161. 
* Elizabeth in the Reformation of the Church of Exgland you only bettay the 


Badneſs of your Cauſe, which makes Detractions ſo neceſſary to maintain 
it: For as her Title to the Crown was undoubred, fo her Proceedings in the 
Reformation were fuch as are warranted by the Law of. God, and the Nati- 
on; and her Carriage in her Reign towards Jeſuits and Prieſts.no other than 
what the apparent Neceſſity of her own and her Kingdoms Preſervation 
put her upon. Bur if ſhe muſt be accounted like Ferohoam, for baniſhing 
Prieſts and Jeſuits often convicted of treaſonable Practices, upon pain of 
Death if they were found in En:/and; What muſt we think of the Cathlict᷑ 
Jeruſalem, the City of Peace, that ſweet and gentle Mother the Church of 
Rome, that hath carried her ſelf ſo peaceably towards rhoſe who have dil- 
ſented from her? Witneſs che Blood of ſo many Hundred Thouſands which 
ſhe hach imbrued her Hands in, meerly for oppoſing her Doctrines and Su- 
perſticions, witneſs that excellent School of Humanity the Inguiſi tion, and rhe 
eaſie Leſſons ſhe teaches thoſe who come under her Diſcipline there; witneſs 
the Proceedings in England in the Days of Queen Mary; and then let any 
judge if the Parallel muſt be carried by Cruelry towards Diſſenters, which 
of their two Reigns came the neareſt. that of Feroboam. The only true 
Words then that you ſay, are, but enough of this Parallel; and more than 
enough too of ſuch impudent Slanders againſt the Memory of that famous 


Queen: But your Church would have been more unlike the Ten Tribes, 
if there had not been a lying Prophet there. 
You diſpure very manfully againſt his Lordſhip, for aſſerting, That Tf Ibid, } 
tael remained a Church after the AM between Judah and the Ten Tribes | 
Z | an 
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and yet, after you have ſpent many Words about ir, you yield all that he 
p.162. aſſerts; when you lay, That in a general Senſe they were called the People of 
God, as they were Abraham's Seed, according to the Fleſh, by Reaſon of the 
Promiſe made to Abraham, I will be a God to thee, and to thy Seed after thee. 
And what is there more thap this, that his Lordſhip contends for 2 For he 
never dreamt that the Ten Tribes were Abraham's Seed according to the Syz. 
rit; but only ſays, That there was Salvation for thoſe Thouſands that had 
not bowed their Knees to Baal, which cannot be jn the ordinary Way where 
there is no Church. And if, as you ſay, Abraham's Seed only according tg 
the Spirit, i. e. the Faichful, make the true Church; then it follows, Where 
there were ſo many faithful, there muſt needs be a true Church. And thus 
for any thing you have ſaid to the contrary,/ his Lordſhip's Argument from 
the caſe of Judah holds for every paltWeular Church's Power to reform it 
ſelf, when the General will not reform. a 
a 6 His Lordſhip further argues, That to reform what is amiſs in Dodihbe or 
P. 15. n. 2. Manners, is as lawful for a per Church, a it is to publiſt and promul. 
gate any thing that is Catholick in either. And your Queſtion, Quo Judice } 


ies alike againſt both, And yet, I think, faith hey#7t may be proved, that 
the Church of Rome, and that as a particular Church, did promulgate an Or- 
thodox Truth, which was not then Catholickly admitted in the Church, 
namely, the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son. If ſhe erred in this Fact, 
confeſs her Error; if ſheerred not, Why may not another particular Church do 
as ſhe did? From whence he infers, That if a particular Church may publiſh 
any thing that is Catholick, where the whole Church is filent ; it may reform any 
thing that is not Catholick, where the whole Church is negligent, or will not. 
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P. 162. n. 3. Now to this you anſwer, 1. That this Proceſſion from the Son, was a Truth 
we always acknowledged in the Church; but what concerns that, and the Time 
104. 


of this Article being inſerted into the Creed, have been ſo amply diſcuſſed 
already, that J ſhall not cloy the Reader with any Repetition, having fully 
conſidered whatever you here ſay concerning the Article it ſelf, or its Ad. 
a P. 163. dition to the Creed. 2. You anſwer, That the Conſequence will not hold, 
that if a particular Church may in ſome caſe promulgate an Crthodox Truth, 
not as yet Catholickly received by the Church, then a particular Church may 
repeal, or reverſe any thing that the whele Church hath already Catholickly and 
definitively received > Surely no. Tet this (ſay you) is his Lordſkips, and the 
Proteſtants Caſe. You do well to mention an egregious Fallacy preſently af- 
ter theſe Words; for ſurely this is ſo. For doth his Lordſhip parallel the 
Promulgating ſomething Catholick, and repealing ſomething Catholick to- 
gether? Surely no. But the promulgating ſomething true, but not Ca- 
tholickly received with the reforming ſomething not Catholick. Either there- 
fore you had a mind to abuſe his Lordſhip's Words, or to deceive the Reader 
by begging the thing in Queſtion, viz that all thoſe which we call for a Refor- 
mation of, were things Catholickly and definitively received by the whole Church : 
which you know we-utterly deny. But you go on, and ſay, 7hat thence 
it follows not, that a particular Church may reform any thing that is not Ca- 
tholick, where the whole Church is negligent, or will not, -becauſe this would 
ſuppoſe Error, or ſomething uncatholick,” to be taught or admitted by the whole 
Church. To put this caſe a little more plainly by the former Inſtance ; 
Suppoſe then that the Worſhip of God under the Symbols of the Calves at 
Dan and Bethel, had been received generally as the viſible Worſhip of the 
Tribes of Judah and Benjamin, as well as the reſt ; Doth not this Anſwer 
of yours make it impoſſible that ever they ſhould return to the true Wor- 


ſhip of God? For this were to call in queſtion the Truth of God's Promile 
co 
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whole Church. And ſo the greater the C 
it is to cure them; and in caſe they ſpread generally, no Attempts of Refor- 
mation can be lawful: which is a more falſe and paradoxical Doctrine than 
either of thoſe which you call fo. And the Truth is, ſuch Pretences as theſe 
are, are fit omy for a Church that haterh to be reformed ; for if ſomething 
not good in it ſelf, ſhould happen in any one Age to overſpread the viſible 
Communion of all particular Churches, this only makes a Reformation the 
more neceſſary ; ſo far is it from making it the mote diſputable. For 
thereby thoſe Corruptions grow more dangerous, and every particular 
Church is bound the more to regard its own Security in a time of general 
infection. And if any other Churches neglect themſelves, What Reaſog is 
it that the reſt ſhould > For, any qq all other particular Churces neglett- 
ing aht is no more an Argument, that no particular Church ſhould 
reform it ſelf, than that if all other Men in a Town negle& preſerving 
themſelves from the Plague, than I am bound to neglect it too. But 
you anſwer, 3. That all this doth not juſtifie the Proteſtants Proceedings, 
becauſe they promulged only new and unheard of Doitrines, directiy contrary 
to what the Catholick Church univerſally held and taught before them for Ca- 
tholick Truths. This is the great thing in Queſtion ; but I ſee, you love 
beſt the lazy Trade of begging Things, which are impoſſible to be ratio- 
mlly ggoveas 7 . 2 | 

But yer you would ſeem here to do ſomething towards it in the ſubſe- 
quent Words ; For about the Tear of our Lord 1517. when their pretended 
Reformations began, was not the real Preſence of our Saviour s Body and Blood 


to his Church; and 20 ſuppoſe 2 not'Catholick to be received by the 


uptions are, the more impollible 


by the whole Church? Was not the real Sacrifice of the Maſs then generally be- 
lieved 2 Was not Veneration of Holy Images, Invocation of Saints, Purgatory, 
Praying for the dead, that they mizht be eaſed of their Pains, and receive the 
full Remiſſion of their Sins generally uſed and practiſed by all Chriſtians > Was 
wt Free Will, Merit of good Works, and Juſtification by Charity, or inherent 
Grace, and not by Faith only, univerſally taught and believed in all Churches of 
Chriſtendom 2 Tea, even among thoſe who in ſome few other Points diſſented 
from the Pope, and the Latin Church 2 To what purpoſe then doth the Biſhop 
urge, that a particular Church may publiſh any thing that is Catholick 2 This 
doth not juſtifie at all his Reformation; he ſhould prove that it may not only add, 
but take away ſomething that is Catholick from the Doctxine of the Church; for 
this the pretended Reformers did,as well in England as elſewhere. His Lordihip 
never pretends, much leſs diſputes, that any particular Church hath a Power 


to take away any thing that is truly Carholick ; bur the ground why he 


ſuppoſeth, ſuch Things as thoſe mentioned by you, might be taken away, is, 
becauſe they are not Carholick ; the Queſtion then is herween us, Whether 
they were Catholick Doctrines or not: This you attempt to prove by this 
Medium, Becauſe they were generally held by the whole Church at the Time of the 
Reformation. To which L anſwer, 1. If this be a certain Meaſure to judge 
by, what was Catholick and what not; then what doth not appear to have 
been Catholick in this Senſe, it was in our Churches Power to reject, and ſo 
it was lawful to reform our ſelves as to all ſuch Things which were not at 
the time of the Reformation received by the whole Chureh. And what 
think you now of the Pope's Supremacy, your Churches Infallibility, the ne- 
reſſity of Cælibacy in the Clergy, Communion in one kind, Prayer in an unknown 
Tongue, Indulgences, & c.. Will youſay, That thoſe were generally received 
by the Church at the time of the r 2 If you could have ſaid fo, 

Z 2 0 no 


in the Euchariſt, by a true ſubſtantial change of Bread and Wine, generally held 
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no doubt you would not haye emitted ſuch Mccllary Points, andiſome of 
which gave the firſt O ccaſion to the Reformation. If then theſe ware not 
Catholickly received, a particular Church might without Schiſm reject them 
and ſo the Church of England is ſufficiently vindicated. from Schiſm by your 
ſelf, as to theſe Points here mentioned, which, you willingly omitted, be. 
cauſe you could not but know how tar they were from being univerſally 
received in all Churches in Chriftendom ? ef Bis jt w 

2. Astothoſe Things which you inſiſt on, you give no ſufficient Evidence 
at all, that they were received by the whole Church as Catholick Do&rings, 
For, ſo. far it is from appearing, that theſe were, held as Catholick Do. 
ctrines by all Churches in the Chriſtian World (for then you do moſt unrea- 
ſonably condemn the Greet, and Abyſine Churches, &c. for Hereſie or 
Schilm, if they owned all Catholick Doctrines; and they mult do ſo, if they 
agreed with your Church in all theſe Things, which are the only Dactrines 
you mention as Catholick, in Oppoſition to ſuch whom you condemn for 
Hereſie or Schiſm ; and if the Agreement of all Churches be the mealure of 
what is Catholick, then thoſe Doctrines cannot be ſo, which thoſe great 
Churches differ from you in, by your own Argument) but, ſo far is it, 1 
ſay, from appearing, that thele were held ſo by all Churches in Chriſten- 
dom, that you cannot prove they were ſo held in the Church of Rome her 
ſelf, before the Reformation. The Church of Rome I take here in the largeſt 
Senſe, as it takes in all ſuch who were the viſible Members of her Commu- 
nion. Now, I hope you will not ſay, That fuch Doctrines are received as 
Catholick Doctrines, which are imbraced only by a Party in your Church, 
another Party oppoſing it, both which {till remain Members of your Com- 


munion; for whatever is received as a Catholick Doctrine (according 


to you) is ſo received, that thoſe who deny or doubt of it, do thereby be- 
come no Members of the viſible Communion of that Church; which is by 
the Churches ſo declaring her ſelf in thoſe Points, that ſhe admits none to 
her Communion, but upon the Acknowledgement of them. Now, Will 
you ſay, This was the caſe of your Church, as to theſe Doctrines at the be- 
ginning of the Reformation? Were Tranſubſtantiation, real Sacrifice of the 
Maſs, Veneration of Images, Invocation of Saints, Purgatory, &c. ſo defined 
then by your Church to be Articles of Faith, that whoever did not aſſent to 
them, was declared excommunicate, and caſt out of your Church? If not, 


it is impoſſible, upon your own Grounds, to prove, that theſe were univer- 


ſally held and believed as Catholick Doctrines of your Church. I do not 
ſay, As truly Catholick Doctrines in themſelves; for, whatever your Church 
defines concerning them, they are not more or leſs ſo in themſelves for your 
Churches Definition; but, I ſay, you cannot aſſert that theſe were held by 
your Church to be Catholick Doctrines, till they were defined to be ſuch. 
For, according to your Principles, that which differenceth a Catholick 
Doctrine from a particular Opinion, is the Church's Definition; before 
then the Church had paſſed a Definition in theſe Points, they could not be 
held as Catholick Doctrines. To make this ſomewhar clearcr, becauſe it 
is neceſſary for undeceiving thoſe who are told, as you tell us here, That 
at the Reformation we rejected ſuch Things which were univerſally own- 


. ed for Catholick Doctrines, which is ſo far from being true, that it is im 


poſſible they ſhould be owned for ſuch by the Church of Rowe upon your 

own Principles. For, Ipray, tell us, Are there nor ſeveral forts of Opini- 

ons among you at this Day, noneof which are pretended to be Catholick 

Doctrines? And this you conſtantly tell us, when we object to you your 

Diſſentions about them. As for Inſtance, the Pope's perſonal ann. 
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the Superiority 0 Pope over General C 1 the Immaculate Conception of 
the Bleſſed Virgin, the Diſputes about deſtination, &c. when we tell 
you of your Diferences in theſe Points, you anſwer, That theſe hinder not 
the Unity of the Church, becauſe theſe are only in Matters of Opinion; and 
chat it is not de fide, that Men ſhould hold either way. When we demand 
the Reaſon of this difference concerning theſe Things, your Anſwer is, That 
the Church hath defined ſome Things to } believed, and not others; that what 
the Church hath defined, is to be baked on as Catholick Doctrine, and t he de- 
wiers of it are guilty of Hereſie; but where the Church bath not defined, thoſe 
are not Catholick Doctrines, but only at beſt but pious Opinions, and Men may 
be good Catholicks, and yet differ about them, I pray, tell me, Is this your 
U Kine, or, is it not? If not, there may be Hereticks within your Church, 
as well as without; if it be your Doctrine, apply it to the Matters in Hand. 
Were theſe Things defined by the Church at the beginning of the Reforma- 
tion? If they were, produce thoſe Definitions for all thoſe Things which 
you ſay were owned as Catholick Doctrines then: that we may ſee, that ar 


eaſt in the Judgment of your Church they were accounted ſo. Tell us, 


when and where thoſe Doctrines were defined before the Council of Trent: 
and, T hope you will not ſay, that was before the beginning of the Refor- 
mation. If then there were no ſuch Definitions concerning them, they could 
not by your Church be accounted as Catholick Doctrines; at the moſt, they 
could be but only pious Opinions, as that of the Pope's Infallibility among 
you is, and conſequently Men might be Catholicks ſtill, though they diſpu- 
ted or denied them. And how then come the Proteſtants to be accounted 
Hereticks in their Reformation, if upon your-own Principles, thoſe Things 
which they denied were then no Catholick Dodtrines :* Though you 
ſhould therefore prove more than you have done, That theſe Points of 
Doctrine were generally received at the time of the Reformation, yet that 
by no means proves that they were Catholick DoQtrines, unleſs you make 
it impoſſible that meer Opinions ſhould be generally received in your Church. 
For, if any thing may be generally received in the nature of an Opinion, 
you cannot prove from the bare general Reception, that it was a Catholick 
Doctrine: unleſs you would attempt to prove it by the Notion under which 
it was received, Whether as an Opinion, or a Catholick Doctrine. 614 
But then you muſt remember to prove theſe Things, 1. That all thoſe 
who did receive ir, received it under that Notion; as for Inſtance, In any 
one of thoſe Articles by you mentioned, Tranſulſtantiation, Invocation of 
Saints, &c. you muſt firſt prove, That all who were in your Church's 
Communion did believe thoſe Things, which it is impoſlible for you to do, 
unleſs you could prove, that none could be of your Church, unleſs they be- 
lieved them ; which is again impoſſible to be done, unleſs your Church had 
ſo defined thoſe Things, that they ceaſed to be Members of it who did not 
believe them. Thus, we ſee, your firſt Task is rendred impoſſible, v7z. to 
know, Whether all in your Church held theſe Doctrines or no; but, ſup- 
poſe you knew this, it falls ſhort of your Purpoſe, unleſs you can prove, 
that all thoſe who held theſe Things, did not hold them as bare Opinions, 
but as Catholick Doctrines; and this is again as impoſſible as the former; 
for, How can you tell, whether they judged theſe things to be ſo, unleis 
you knew what their Rule was whereby they judged of Catholick Do- 
Qrines ? If you knew their Rule, How can you tell, Whether they made a 
right Uſe of it or no? or, Whether they made any Uſe at all of it? or; Whe- 
ther they did not take up ſuch Opinions by Prejudice, Education, the 


Judgment of others, and ſeveral other Ways, without examining of what 
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nature or importance the thing = If you think 700 a certain Rule 


to judge of Catholict Doctrim , you muſt prove that they had the ame 


Rule, and looked upon it as fuch too: . wiſe they might not uſe it for 
thoſe Ends, nor be governed at all by it. Wh 91 
any Doctrines to be Catholick, by being generally received, you muſt re- 


member what brave Impoſlibilities you have undertaken. But, ſuppole 


you could maſter this too, and prove, that men generally received theſe 


as Catholick Doctrines; yet, before you can prove, that theſe are Catholiet 


Dodrines from thence, you have a further task yet upon you, which is, to 


prove it impoſſible that theſe men ſhould be out in their Judgment con- 


cerning the Nature of an Opinion, and that they could not look on 


thing as a Catholic Doctrine, but what was really ſo, For, if they may 


be miſtaken in their Judgment, we are as far to ſeek as cyer, for know. 


ing what are Catholiet Dotrines, and what not. You muſt thereforgprove 


the Judgment of all theſe Per ſons i»fallizble-concerning what are Catholick 
Dockrinet, and what not: And by that time, the Pope will return you little 
Thanks for your pains, in making every Member of your Church as infal- 
lille as himſelf. If it be then ſo impoſſible to prove, that theſe were re- 
ceived as Catholick Doctrines, either from any definition of your Church, or 
from the general Reception of them among the members of it, you ſee, 
what little reaſon you bad to ſay, That the Proteſtants at the beginning of 
the Reformation, did take away ſomething that was Catholick from the Do- 
ctrine of the Church. Which is notoriouſly falſe and inconſiſtent with your 
own Principles. If we ſhould therefore grant, that TranſubFantiation, Pur- 
gatory, &c. werg generally owned in your Church at the time of the Reformation, 
the utmoſt you can prove, is, only that they were owned as particular 
Doctrines by particular Men, but not that they were owned as the Catho- 
lick Dofrines of your Church. And therefore we deny not, but that Parry 
and Faction in your Church which owned and contended for theſe, had got 
the upper hand of the other, before the time of the Reformation, ſo that 
thoſe who doubted of, or denied them, durſt hot appear ſo publickly as 


their Adverſaries did; but they were but a Party, and a Faction till, and 


there were many outward Members of your Church, who groaned under the 


Abuſes and Tyrannies of the prevailing Faction, and call'd loud for a Refor- 


mation. As appeared not only by the open Teſtimonies of ſome againſt 
ſuch Doctrines; the ſad Complaint of others for want of Reformation; 
but by the general ſenſe of the Neceſſity of it, at the time when it was ſet 
upon, the great Applauſe it met with among all Perſons who allowed them- 


ſelves Liberty to enquire into Things, the general conſent of the main Bo- 


dies of thoſe who ſet about reforming themſelves in the main Articles of 
Chriſtian Doctrine, and «nanimous Oppoſition to thoſe erronegu Opinions 
which you call Catholick Doctrines. So that theſe were not at the time of 
the Reformation. ſo much as the owned Catholick Doctrines of the Roman 
Church; but the Opinions of a prevailing Factien in it: and therefore the 
diſowning them, is no rejecting any thing Catholict, but rejecting the 
Opinions and Practices of a tyrannical and uſurping Faction. There muſt be 
then a great deal of difference put between the Stare and Doctrine cf 
the Church of Rome, before the beginning of the Reformation, and ſince, 
eſpecially ſince the Council of Trent. For then theſe Dotnines were own- 
ed by a Faction, but yet there might have been Communion with «his 

Church, without believing them to be Catholic Doctrims; and no doubt, 


(viz. ſuch who believed and improved the common Principles * Chri- 
Fn | janity, 
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en you will therefore prove 


many gr Souls went to Heaven without believing any of theſe 1 hings, 
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le fiani „wichour regarding theerrone eckrings,-or uperſtitious Pra- 
ne RiceFof rhoſe among who chry live ee. the! firit- dtirrings to 
or wards a R*f6tmation, the | of Rome Was ſo fat ſtom teforming the = 

4 Abuſes Which were complaine of, that the fought to inforce them with 
e- the grenteſt Severity upon all Perſons, thuntferiſig out Eteommunications 
le againſt all eh "who ſhould Queſtion! or daſpute them. By Which Means 
le thoſe WhO might, have lived peaccably before - within the external Commu  . 
ck nom of chat Church, withoutconſenting to the Egrors of ix, dre now forced g 
o out of it, unlefs they would * of lüch Things Which their Confejen- 
n. es deteſted; in Compariton Wich the Peace of ' which, chey accounted not 
* then Lives to be d&r to them, as miny Thouſands of thom made it appeat 
y © In ſeveral Countries. This is the true and juſt Account of che State of 
W- things aus the Reformation; hut afterwards,” When through 
ve the Neceſfity of the Pope's Affairs, a Council was ſuwmpned, abd all che 
<> Arcs imaginable were made uſe of to ſteer that grand Affair for the; Intereſt 
le hs Court of Nome; a new Scene of Affairs appeats in the Ohriſtian 
45 orl ; choſe Doctrines which before were owned only by particular Mon, 
e- ure defied by Pope and Council, co be rhe Catholiek Doctrines of the 
or Roman Church, and all thoſe Anathemarized:who will not own them. By 
e, which means the Mm Church is became; {elf that Party and Faction, 
of Which only prevyMedin it before but with Reluctancy and Oppoſition; and 
o- now, none are looked on as Members of that Church; but ſuch as'own the 
ur Definitions of that Council in point of Doctrine: Which makes it vaſtly to 
1 differ from what it was before, 0 the Terms of its Communion, and the 
*, ſtate of the Perſons who remain if it, who can neither enjoy that freedom 
= | in Judgment which they might ule before, nor yet can pretend - thoſe 
0- Fxcuſes for not knowing the Errors and Corruptiovs of chat Chutch, which 
iy might have prevented Obſtinacy in them before. So that upon the whole 
ot it appears, that the Proteftanrs in the beginning of thę Reformation, were 
at ſo far from angry uy thing that was received as a Catheliek Do- 
as ctrine, by af Chriſtian Ellrches, chat theydid not rgje&t any thing which 
1d could be looked on as the Catholick Doctrine of the Church of Rome ; and 
be conſequently that the Proteſtants were ſo far from a wilful Separation from 
Ir the Church of Rome, that they were driven out by a prevalent Faction, 
ſt Which impoſed thoſe Things which had been before only the Errors of 
15 particular Perſons, as the Catholick Do@tifies of that Church, and the ne⸗ 
et ſſary Conditions of Communion with her. 
Mt 3. I may anſwer yet further, That it is not enough to prove any Do- 
oj Qrine to be Catholick, that it was generally received by Chriſtian Churches 
of in any one Age; but it muſt be made appear, to have b2en,jo received from 
WW the Apoftlgtimes. So that if we ſhonld grant, that theſe Doctrines were 
of ow ned for Catholick, not only by the Church of Rome, but all other Chri- 
me ſtian Churches (ſo far as it can be diſcerned by their Communion) yet this 
* doth not prove theſe Doctrines ſo owned to be ttuly Catholick, unleſs you 
Ga can firſt prove, that all che Chriſtian Churches of one Age can never believe a 
* Doctrine to be Catholick, which is not ſo. You ſee therefore your Tasł in- 
of cC.teaſes further upon you: for, it is not enough to ſay, Thar 4: D. 15. ſuch 
e, and ſuch Doctrines were looked on as Catholick,and therefore they were ſo; 


but that for 15 7. Years; ſueceſſively from the Apoſtles to that Time, they 

were judged to be ſo, and then we ſhall more eaſily believe yo When 

you will therefore he Tranſub/tantiation, tho Sicriſfce of the Maſs, Image- 

. Worſhip, Invocation of Saints, or any other of the good Doctrines mentio- 

* ned by you, in a conſtant Tradition from the Apoſtles Times to wm _ 
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looked on as Catholick Doctrines, you may then ſay. That Proteſtants in 


denying theſe, did rake away ſomething Catholick from the Doctrine of 
the Church; bur, till that time, theſe Anfwers may abundantly ſuffice. 
We now come cloſer to the Buſineſs of the Reformation; but, before we 
examine the Particulars of it, the general Grounds on which it proceeded, 
muſt ſomewhat further be cleared, which his Lordſhip tells you, are 
built upon the Power of particular Churches reforming themſelves, in caſe the 
whole Church is negligent, or will not; to which you ſay, That you grant in 
effect as great Power as the Biſhop himſelf does, to particular Churches, to Na. 
tional and Provincial Councils, in reforming Errors and Abuſes either of Do- 


ctrine or Practice: only we require that they proceed with due reſpect to the chief 


Paſtor of the Church, and have Recourſe to him in all Matters and Decrees of 
Faith, eſpecially when they define or declare Points not generally known and ac- 
knowledged to be Catholick Truths. What you grant in effect at firſt, you in 
effect deny again afterwards. For the Queſtion is about Reformation of 
ſuch Errors and Abuſes as may come from the Church of Rome ; and when 
you grant a Power to reform only, in caſe the Pope conſent, you grant no 
Power to reform at all. For the Experience of the World hath ſufficient! 

taught us, How little his Conſent is to be expected in any thing of Refor. 
mation. For his Lordſhip truly ſaith, in Anſwer to Capellus, who denies 


particular Churches any Power of making Canons of Fh, without con- 


ſulting the Roman See, That as Capellus can never prove that the Roman 
See muſt be conſulted with before any Reformation be made : So it is as certain, 
that, were it proved and praftiſed, we ſhould have no Reformation. For it 
would be long enough before the Church ſhould be cured, if that See alone ſhould 
be her Phyſician, which in Truth is her Diſeaſe. Now to this you ſay, That 
even Capellus himſelf requires this; as though Capellus were not the Man 
whom his Lordſhip anſwers as to this very thing. But beſides you ſay, 
The Praſſice of the Church is evident for it, in the Examples of the Milevitan 
and Carthaginian Councils, which, as St. Auſtin witneſſeth, ſent their Decrees 
touching Grace, Original Sin in Infants, and other Matters againſt Pelagins, 
to be confirmed by the Pope; but what is all this to the Buſineſs of Refor- 
mation, that nothing of that Nature is to be attempted without the Pope's 
Conſent? That theſe Councils did by Julius an African Biſhop, communi- 
cate their Decrees to Pope Innocent, who denies? but, what is it you would 
thence infer to your Purpoſe 2 For the utmoſt which can be drawn hence, 
is, that they deſired the Pope to contribute his Aſſiſtance in condemning 
Pelagius and Cæleſtius; by adding the Authority of the Apoſlolical See to 
their Decrees : that ſo by the Conſent of the Church, that growing Hereſie 
might the more eaſily be ſuppreſſed. And who denies but at that time 
the Roman Church had great Reputation, (which is all that Authority im- 
plies) and by that Means might be more ſerviceable in preventing the 
growth of Pelagianiſm, if it did concur with the African Councils in 
condemning that Doctrine? Bur becauſe they communicated their De- 
crees to Pope Innocent, deſiring his Conſent with them, that therefore no 
Reformation ſhould be attempted in the Church, without the Conſent of the 
Pope is a very far-ferched Inference; and unhappily drawn from thoſe 
African Fathers, who ſo ſtoutly oppoſed Zofimus, Innocent's Succeſſor, in 
the caſe of Appeals about the Buſineſs of Apiarius. Did they, think you, 
look on themſelves as obliged to do nothing in the reforming the Church 
without the Pope's Authority, who would by no Means yiel4 to thoſe En- 
croachments of Power, which Zoſimus would have uſurped over them? 
Nay it appears, that, till the African Fathers had better informed him, 
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Zoſimus did not a little favour Cæleſt ius himſelf, and in caſe he had gone 
on ſo to do, do you think they would have thought themſelves ever the 
leſs obliged to reform their Chuches from the Pelagian Hereſie which began 


muß and them, though they carried it with all Fairneſs towards the 
© Reman See, yet they were ſtill careful to preſerve and defend their own 
privileges; and in caſe the Pope ſhould then have challenged that Power 
oyet them, which he hath done ſince, no doubt they would not have ſtuck 
at calling ſuch Incroachments The Diſeaſe of the Church, (without any Un- 
handſomenels or Incivility ) and would have been far from looking on him 
as the only Phyſician of it. 1 | 8 
\ ». To that Pretence, That Things ſtould have been born with, till the The of 
4 General Council, his Lordſhip awers: Fig, tis true, a General Council, 
free and entire, would have been the beſt Remedy, and maſt able for a Gangrene 
that had ſpread ſo far, and eaten ſo deep into Chriftianity, But what: Should 
we have ſuffered this Gangrene to endanger Life and all, rather than be cured 
in Time by a Phyſic ian of weater Knowledge, and à leſs able; Hand o Secondly, 


we liue to ſee fince, if we had ſtayed and expefted. a General Council, what P 


manner of one we Should have had if any. For that at Trent was neither 
General nor free. And for the Errars which Rome had contratted; it confir- 
med them, it cured" them not. And yet 7 m doubt, whether ever that 


bl Synods under Supreme and Regal Power," had mot. firſt ſet upon this great 


purſued, as the Work was right Chiftian aud good in it ſelf. But humane Frai 

and the Heats and Diſtempers of Men, as well as the Canning of the Devil would 
plich the Will of God, S. James 1. 20. but I have learnt not to reject the good 
which God bath wrought, for any Evil- which Men way faſten upon it. Now 


to this you anſwer, r. By a fair Conceſſion aglin, that.a Provincial Coun® 


eil is the nent Chirurgeon, ben a Gangrene endangers Life, but ſtill the Pope's 
Aſſiſtance is required : For fear the Chirurgen ſhould do too much good of 
himſelf, you would be ſure to have the Pope as Phyſician to ſtand by, whom 
you know too much concerned in the Maladies of the Church, to give way 
to an eftectual Cure. 2. But you fay further, That the moſt proper Expedi. 
ent is an Oecumenical Council; and this {poil again, with Jaying ; Such 
as the Council of Trent was. For what Fu ſay in Vindicarien' chat being 
| General and free, we ſhall conſider in che Chapter deſigned for that pur- 
poſe. M hat you object againſt our National Synod 15 62. will be fully 
anſwered before the end of this; which that we may make way for, we 
muſt procged to the Remainder of theſe general Grouhds, in which his 
Lordſhip proves, That when the Univerſal ( harch will not, or for "or Iniquity 
of the Times cannot, obtain and ſettle a free General ConncHl, tis lawful, nay 
Jometimes neceſſary to reform phe. Hbuſes by a National or a Provincial. To 
this you anſwer in Genctal, That you deny not but Matters of lefs moment as 
concerning Rites and Ceremonies, Abuſes in Manners and Diſcipline, may be re- 
formed by particular Councils, without expreſs Leave of the Pope; but that in 
matters of great moment concerning the Faith and publick U eftrane of the 
Church, Sacraments, and whatever elſe is of Divine In/titatiaon ,. or uni verſal 
Obligation, particular Councils (if they duly proceed) attempt nothing without 
recourſe to the dee Apoſtolick, and the Pope's Conſent either expreſſly granted or 
juſtly preſumed, Fair Hopes then there are of a Cure, when the Impoſthume 
gathers in the Head! we are ds this put into a very good Condi- 
| ew. N aa ON tion; 


to ſpread among them? And id this time of the Controverſie between 


Council ſuch as it was) would have bees call d, if ſome Frovmcial and Natio- 


- not-ſuffer that. For even in this Senſe alſo the Wrath of Man doth not accomt- 
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fenders? And muſt the Encroachments of an uſurped and arbitrary Power 


For no ſooner did the Biſhops of Rome begin to encroach, but other Biſhops 
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N tion; for if a ſmall matter hurts a Church, ſhe hath her Hands at liberty to M 
help her ſelf ; but if one comes to raviſh her, her Hands are tyed, and by of 
no means mult ſhe defend her ſelf. For in caſe, ſay you, it be any matter of S 
great moment, it muſt be left to the Pope, and nothing to be done without his bo 
Conſent ; no not alrhough the main of rhe Diſtempers come through him. C 
But thanks be to God, our Church is not committed to the Hands of ſucha "Se 
mercileſs Phyſician, who firſt cauſeth the Malady, and then forbids the J 
Cure; we know of no ſuch Obligation we have, to ſleepin S. Peter's Church, 25 
as of old they did in the Temple of AÆAſculapius in hopes of a Cure. God ag 
hath entruſted every National Church with the care of her own Safety, and T 
will require of her an account of that Power he hath given to that end. It it 
will be little Comfort toa Church whoſe Members Rot for want of a Reme ; (© 
dy, to ſay, The Pope will not give leave 6t elſe it might have been cured. 1 0 
wonder where it is that any Chriſtian Church is commanded to wait the 0 
Pope's good Leaſure for reforming her ſelf? Whence doth he derive this Au- Tl 
thority and ſole Power of reforming Churches? But that muſt be afterwards y 
examined. But is it reaſonable to ſuppole that there ſhould be Chriſtian C 
Magiſtrates, and Chriſtian Biſhops in Churches, and yet theſe fo tyed up, t 
that they can do nothing in order; to the Churchs Recovery, though the 2 


Diſtempers be never ſo great and dangerous? Do we not read in the Apo- 
ſtolical Churches, that the Government of them was in themſelves, without 
any the leaſt mention of any Oecumenical Paſtor over all? If any Abuſes 
were among them, the particular Governours of thoſe Churches are check» 
ed and rebuked for it, and commanded to exerciſe their Power over Of. 


. 
_— 


in the Church, hinder particular Churches from the exerciſe of that full po- 
er which is committed to the Governours of them? Neither is this only a 
Right granted to a Church as ſuch, but we find this Power practiſed and af. 
ſerted in the Hiſtory of the Chriſtian Churches from the Apoſtles Times. 


were ſo mindful of their own Privileges and the Intereſt of their Churches, 
that they did not yield themſelves his Vaſſals, but diſputed their Rights, 
and withſtood his Uſurpations. As hath partly appeared already, and will 
do more afterwards, 
And that particular Churches may reform themſelves, his Lordſhip pro- 
duceth ſeyeral Teſtimonies ; The. firſt is of Gerſon, who tells us plainly, 
That he will not deny, but that the Church may be reformed by Parts. And 
that this is neceſſary; and, that to effect it, Provincial Councils may ſuffice, and 
in ſome Things Dioceſan. And again, Either you ſhould reform all Eſtates of 
the Church in a General Council, or command them to be reformed in Provin- 
cial Councils : But all this, you ſay, doth not concern Matters of. Faith, but 
only perſonal Abuſes ; But T pray what ground is there that one ſhould be 
reformed and not the other? Is it not the Reaſon why {any Reformation is 
neceſſary, that the Church's Purity and Safety ſhould be preſerved 2 And 
is not that as much or more endangered by erroneous Doctrines than by 
perſonal Abuſes 2 Will not then the Parity of Reaſon hold proportionably 
for one as well as the other 2 That if the Church may be reformed by Parts 
as to leſſer Abuſes, then much more certainly as to greater. Beſides, you 
ſay, Gerſon allowed no Schiſmatical Reformations againſt the Churches Head: 
neither do we plead for any ſuch; but then you muſt ſhew, Who the 
Church's Head is, and, By what Right he comes to be ſo ; otherwiſe the 
cauſe of the Schiſm will fall upon him who pretends to be the Head to di- 
rect others, and is as corrupt a Member as any in the Body. But his Lord- 


ſhip 
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| both National and Provincial 


- Sabellius, whoſe Herefieswere:of a high Nature againſt the Faith ; but here 


not been, Infallible, much leſs certainly his Legate, who could have only a 


ſent either by himſelf or Legates? If you think ſo, your Thoughts have 
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ſhip adds, This right of .ProvMeial Synodgy that they might deereę in Cauſes Wd 
of Faith, and in Caſes of Reformation, Were, Corruptions had crept into the 
acraments of Chriſt, was prattifed much pros 1 a Thouſand Fears ago by many, | 
| ods.” For Which he firſt inſtanceth in the 
' Council at Rome under Pope Sylveſter Au. 3 condemning” Photinus and. | 


you ſay, the very Title confutes his Fretence, forgtwas hall under the Pope bid. 
and therefore not againſt him. But however, Whether with the Pope or.” 
againſt him, it wa . than a Provincial Synod; and this deerced 7 
- ſomething in matters of Faith, though according to your. own De tine, 
the Pope could not be Infallible tligre: Forrgon reſtrain, his Tefallibilige ro a + 
General Cesc, and do not aſſem that it belongs to the particular Church 
of Rome. As well then may any other Pcayiacial Synod determine matters 
of Faith, as chat of Rome, ſince that hath, no more Infallbllity belonging 
to it as ſuch than any other particular Church hat; and the Pope Fimlell 
you ſay may err when he doch nt define Matters off Faith in Gereral 
Council.” To His Loxgfhip's ſocond Inſtance of the Cn e Gangka aht 
the ſame Time condemming kuſtathius for his cbidemning Marriage a un- 
lawful ; you anſwer to the ſame purpoſe; That Oſius was Here, Fo Syb ”. 
velter's Legate; but What then 2 the Pope had been thete himſelt he had 


Second. hand Infallibility. To the third of the Council of Carthage, c. 
demning Rebaptization about 3 48. you grant, That it was aſſembled by Gratus 
— Biſhop of Carthage, but that no new Article was defined in It, T4 only the. © 
' "perpetual Tradition of the Church was confirmed therein. Neither do We 
plead for any Power in Provincial Councils to define any new. Articles of 
Faith, but only to revive the old, and to confirm them in oppoſition to 110 | 
Innovations in point of Doctrine; and as to this we profeſs to be guided 
by the ſenſe of Scripture as intetpreted by the unanimous conſent of the 
Fathers and the four firſt General Councils. 1 the fourth Of the Council 0 . 0 
Aquilcia, A. D. 38 f. condemning Palladius and Secundinus for embracing. 
the Arrian Hereſie, St. Ambroſe being preſent; you anſwer, That theynly 
condemned thoſe who had been condemned already by the Nicene Council; and, 
St. Ambroſe and other Biſhops of Italy being preſent, Why can doubt but every # | 
thing was done there by the Pope's Authority and Conſent, But if they only +, 
enforced the Decrees of 4 ahe Nice, What need of the Pope's Autho- _ © + 
rity to do that? And do you think that there Were no Provincial Councils 
in that part of Italy which was particularly diſtinguiſhed from the .be 
bicarian Churches under the Biſhop of Rome, wherein the Pope was not pre- 


more of your ill than Underſtanding in them. But if this Council pro- 
ceeded according to that of Nice, Will it not be as lawty}*for other Pro- 
vincial Councils to reform particular Churches, as long as they keep to the 
Decrees not barely of Nice, but of the four General Councils, which the 
Church of England looks on as her Duty to do? In the two following In- 
ſtances of the ſecond Council of Carthage, declaring in behalf of the Trinity, 
and the Milevitan Council about the Pelagian Hereſie; you ſay, The Biſbops of 
Rome were conſulted: Bur what then 2 Were they conſulted as the Heads 
of the Church, or only as eminent Members of it in regard of their Faich 
and Piery 2 Prove the former when you arc able, and as to the latter it 
depends upon the continuance of that Faith and Picty in them; find | 
when once the reaſon is taken away, there can be no Neceſſity of con- | 
tinuing the ſame reſort. The ſame anſwer will ſerve for what you fay | 
Aa a 2 8 con- 
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concerning the ſecond Council of Aurange, determining the Contro verſſes 

about Grace and Free will, ſuppoſing we grant it aſſembled by the means of 

Felix 4. Biſhop of Rome; as likewiſe to the third of Toledo. We come 

p. 154. therefore to that which you call hzs Lordſpip's reſerve, and Maſter- Allegati. 


on, the fourth Council of Toledo; which, faith he, did not only handle Matter: 


of Faith for the Reformation of that People, but even added alſo ſomething to the 

Creed, which were not expreſly delivered in former Creeds. | Nay, the Biſhops 

did not only practiſe this, to condemn Hereſies in National and Provincial 

Sy node, and ſo to n thoſe ſeveral Places and the Church it ſelf by Parts; 

but they did openly challenge this as their Right and Due, and that without any 

Concil. Tele," Jeave Pd of the See of Rome. For in this fourth Council of Toledo they 
. Can. 3. decree, that, If there happen a cauſe of. Faith to be ſettled, a General that is a | 
National Synod of all Spain and. Gallicia ſhall be held thereon. © Aud this in 

the Tear 643. where you ſee it was then Catholick Doctrine in all Spain, that a 

National Synod might be à competent Judge in a cauſe of Faith. (But here 

P. 163. till we nmcet with the ſame Anſwer, Tat all this might be gone with a due 

Subardination to the See Apoſtolict, but that it doth 'notghence follow that any 

thing may be done in Provincial Councils againſt the Authority of it. Neither 

do we plead that any thing may be done againſt the juſt Authority of the 

Biſhop of Rome, or any other Biſhop; but then you muſt prove, that he 

had a juſt Authority over the Church of England, and that he exerciſed no 

Power here at the Reformation but what did of right belong to him. But 


the fuller debate of theſe. Things muſt be left to that place where you de- 


ſignedly aſſert and vindicate the Pope's Authority. 1:8 
9.1 Theſe Things being thus in the general cleared, we come to the parti- 

cular Application of them to the caſe of the Church of England. As to 
Ibid. © Which, his Lordſhip ſays; Andif this were practiſed ſo often and in ſo many 
Places, Why may not a National Council of the Church of England do the like, 
as ſhe did? For ſhe caſt off the Pope's Uſurpation, and as much as in her lay 
reſtored the King to his right. That appears by a Book ſubſcribed by the Bishop 
SS J55- . tu Henry the Eighth's Time. And by the Records in the Archbis hops Office, 
on of a Chri- 0Yderly kept and to be ſeen. In the Reformation which came after, our Princes 


og om had their Parts, and the Clergy theirs. And to theſe two principally the Power 
1534. 


In Syd. Lon. and Direction for Reformation belongs. That our Princes had their Parts, is 


din. Seſ'8. die manifeſt by their calling together of the Bishops, and others of the Clergy, to 

mg a hat which might ſeem worthy Reformation. And the Clergy did 
Ann. 1562. confi aig of 4 q £ 5 9 J ; 29 

their part; for, being thus called together by Regal Power, they met in the Na. 

tional Synod of fixty two. And the Articles there agreed on were afterwards 

confirmed by Acts of State, and the Royal Aſſent. In this Synod, the Poſitive 

Truths which are delivered are more than the Polemicks. So that” a meer Ca. 

lumny it is, that we profeſs only a Negative Religion. True it is, and we muſt 

thank Rome for it, our Confeſſion muſt needs contain ſome Negatives. For 

we cannot but deny that Images are to be adored. Nor can we admit maimed 

Sacraments. Nor grant Prayers in an unknown, Tongue. Aud in à corrupt 

 Timeor i lace, tis as neceſſary in Religion to deny Falshood, as to aſſert and 

vindicate Truth. Indeed this latter can hardly be well and ſufficiently dene 

but by the former, an Affirmative Verity being ever included in the Negative to 

a Falshood As for any Error which mig ht fall into this (as any other Rejor- 

mation) if any ſuch can be found; then I ſay, and tis moſt true, Reforma- 

tion, eſpecially in caſes of Religion, Ts ſo difficult a Work, and ſulject to fo many 

Protenfians, that is almoſt i mpoſſible but the Reformers should ſep too far, or 

fall t 2 $rort in {ome ſmaller Th ings or other, which in rezard of the far greater 

Benefit coming by the Reformat ion it ſelf, may well be paſſed over and born 


with: 
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wit hall. But if there have been any wilful aud groſs Errors, not ſo wacky © 4 
Opinion as in Fact (Sacrilege too often pretending to Reform | Superſtition) ) 
that s the Crime of the Reformers, not of the Reformation; and they are long + 


fince gone to God to anſwer it, to whom Tleave them. 


This is his Lordſhip's full and juſt Aecount..of the Proceedings of 8 ; 
Reformation in the Church of, England, to which weamuſticonſider N 

Anſwer you return. To his Lordſhip's Queſtion, Why may not a Nation! 
Conn the 2 of * England do the 2 : . give thigh Anſwet, „ 
Truly I know no Reaſon why it may not, provided it Ie g tue National Council y 
and a true Church of England, (as ta recited were 7 1 3 3 x48 W 0-9. 
Councils) and provided. alſo that it do v0 more. We arg dogtemed pur 5 
the Iſſue of this Hufineſs upon theſe three Things, vid Tar. ur ce * 
is a true Church, That the Power which reformed it was uten or ar 
purpoſe, and, That no more was WP them than Was i Reit Power tow. - 


do. Bur for the firſt you tell us, That Jeeing by the CH Hes: "Ibid. 
means the preſent Profen Church there, you muſt cave Lea of e 
ſhip to deny his Suppoſition, and tell him the (hurch af knglandin har Seult;: 
ſignifies no true Church. Were it not an eaſie matter xorequite ve 
telling you, It is impoſſihle we ſhould be guilty of SchiſnmanySeparatt: 
on from your Communion, becauſe wemuſt crave leave of you ſay; char 
the Church of Rome is no true Chureh'; and where there is Kbit. ac 


, 
V * 
88 


not defend 


. , 


tove your Church to be true, by the ſame we may prove ours to be ſ. o too 


vou own and believe the Chriſtian Doctrine to be rhe way to Salvation, 5 
ſo do we. If you embrace the ancient Creeds, ſo do we. If you ack now⸗ 
ledge the Seriptures to be God's Word, ſo do we: If you jam together in 


Participation of the Sacraments of Baptiſm, and the Lord's Supper, ſo do 
we. If you have a conſtant Succeſſion of Biſhops, ſo have we, Name then 


74 P. 165 


the ( Hurch of Jeruſalem, Alexandria, and Antioch, have erred, ſo alſo the 
E. * WS *. * Church + 


| 
| 
| 
ſ 
| 
| 
| 
| 


a. ll . 

muſt be a true Church which Men be of it in ſeparating tom. N df cs * PN 

as though I ſought only to return a Blow 7 e f could MF * 
our Church from; bur to let you ſee, that by whatever way you would + _ 
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- » + Church of Rome hath erred, not only in their Livings, and manner of Ceremg. 


nies, but alſo in Matters of Faith: Is this it which hath done us all the Mit. 


chief to unchurch us, viz. the denying your Church's Infallibility ? If this 


be it, iris our Comtort yet, that our Church will remain a true Church, till 


22 
* 


utmoſt, in craving his leave for it, and you have no more to ſay to it. 


b. 13. 


yours be proved to be Infallible; which 1 dare ſay, will be long enough. 


But, as though it were in your abſolute Power to Church and Unchurch 


whom, and when you pleaſe, you offer at no Proof at all of this Aſlerti- 
on, but only very fairly crave his Lordſhijp's leave to call the Proteſtant Church 


no true Church: MWhich indeed is a more civil way of begging the Queſtion, / 


And if it will not be granted, you cannot help it; fot you have done your 


But, you ſeem to ſay much more to the ſecond, That the Reformation was 
wot mankged by a lawful Power, nor carried on in a due manner ; for you of- 


er to prove, that the National Synod 1562 was no lawful Synod, in theſe 


Words. For is it not notorious, that that pretended nod, A.D. 1562. were 


P. 168, 169. all manifeſt Uſurpers 2 Is it not manifeſt, that they all I Force intruaded them. 


law ful Paſtors, quietly an | 
fron? Can thoſe be accounted a lawful National Council of England, or lay. 


1 


ſelves, both into 1 other lawful Biſhops, and into the Cures of other 
Canonically poſſeſſed of them before the ſaid Intru- 


fu 49 to repreſent the Engliſh C hurch, who never had any lawful, that is, Cano- 


vital and juſt Vocation, Miſſion, or Juriſdiction given them to, and over the 


Engliſh Nation? Two Things you object as the great Reaſons why thoſe 


Perſons who ſate in the Convocation, A. 1 662. could make no lawful Sy. 
nod, and thoſe are Intruſion, and want of a lawful Miſſion, Which ſhall | 
be particularly examined. The firſt Charge is of Intruſion, which you 


- would ſeem to aggrayate by ſeveral Circumſtances, that they intruded them: 
| ſelves, and that by Force; and not ſome, but all ; and that into the Sees of 


other lawful Biſhops, and Cures of lawful Paſtors. But how true theſe Cir- 
cumſtances are, muſt appear by a true Account of the Matters of Fact re- 
laring to theſe Things in the beginning of Queen Elizabeth's Reign. How 
falſe that is, That all intruded themſelves, is notorious to any one who un- 
derſtands any thing of thoſe Times: For this Convocation was held in the 
fifth Year of Queen Elizabeth. Andinthe firſt of her Reign, of 26 Cathe- 
dral Churches, there were but fourteen or fifteen Biſhops then living in 
England. For the Sees of Salisbury and (ford fell vacant 4. 1557. and 


were not ſupplied in the time of Queen Mary. Hereford, Briſtow, Bangor, 


were vacant by the Death of the ſeyeral Biſhops, ſome Weeks before Queen 
Mary. Canterbury by the death of Cardinal Pool, the ſame Day with the 

ucen. Norwich and Glouceſter a few Weeks after her; and ſo likewiſe Ro- 
cheſter, Worceſter, and S. Aſaph became vacant by the voluntary Exile of 
Pates and Goldwell, the Biſhops thereof; ſo that bur fifteen Biſhops were 
then living and remaining in Exgland. And, were all thoſe who ſupplied 
theſe vacant Sees, Intruders? A ſtrange kind of Intruſion into dead Mens 
Places! So then, this Circumſtance is notoriouſly falſe, That they All by 
force intruded themſelves into the Sees of other Lawful Biſhops. But let us ſee, 
Whether the other are more juſtly charged with a forcible Intruſion into the 


Sces of the other Biſhops. For which we muſt conſider what the Proceed. 


ings were in Reference to them: It appears then, that in the firſt Year of 
the Queen, the Oath of Supremacy, formed and enjoined in the time of 
Henry 8. was in the firſt Parliament of Queen Elizabeth, revived for the 
better ſecuring the Queen of the Fidelity of her Sulyects ; bur yet ic was 
ſo revived, that ſeveral conſiderable Paſſages in the Act concerning it, 


were upon mature Deliberation mitigated, both as to the Queen's Tirle, 
which 


2 
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which was not Supreme Head, but Supreme Goveraour ; a Title which 
Queen Mary had uſed before, as appears by an Act paſſed in the third Sef. 
fon of Parliament in her time: and likewiſe as to the penalty; for, where- 
as the Stat. 28. Hen. 8. c. 10. was ſo very ſevere, I hat whoſoever did ex- 
tol the Authority of the Biſhop of Rome, was, for the firſt Offence, within the 
compaſs of a Præmunire, and for refuſing to take the Oath, was guilty of Trea- "A 
ſon ; it paſſed now in Queen Elizabeth's time, only with this penalty, That , | ; 
ſuch who refuſed it, ſhould be excluded ſuch Places of Honour and Profit, as they 

geld in the Church or Common wealth; and that ſuch as ſhould maintain or 
defend the Authority, Prehemmence, Power, or Furiſdill ion, Spiritual or Eccle- 
fraſtical, of any foreign, Prince, Prelate, Perſon, State, or Potentate whatſoever, 
ſhould be three times convicted before he ſuffered the Pains of Death: Upon the 
expiring of the Parliament, Commiſſioners were appointed to require the * - 
Biſhops to take the Oath of Supremacy, according to the Law made to that 
purpoſe, which being tendred to them, they all (Xitchin of Landaffe only 
excepted) unanimoully refuſed it, although they had taken it before as 
Prieſts or Biſhops, in the Reign of Henry 8. or Edward 6. But Whether by _. 
ſome ſecret Intimations from Rome, or their own Obſtinacy, they were 
reſolved rather to undergo the Penalty of the Law, than to take it now; 

and accordingly before the end of that Year, they were deprived. of © 
their Biſhopricks. So that the Queſtion about the Iutruſion of thole © 
- Biſhops, who came into their Sees, depends upon the Sa of the depri: 


vation of theſe. And certainly, whoſoever conſiders their former Carriage wire and 
towards the Queen, in refuſing to aſſiſt at her Coronation, and ſome of Men. 
them threatning to excommunicate her inſtead of diſputing at Weſtminſter, 
as they had ſolemnly engaged to do, joyned with this Contumacy in 
refuſing the Oath, will find that theſe Perſons did not unjuſtly ſuffer this 
deprivation. For which I need not run out into the Princes Power over 
Eecleſfaſtical Perſons; for you have given a ſufficient Reaſon for it your 
ſelf in that Acknowledgment of yours, That the Biſhops, and the King too, 
(meaning King Henry) left the Pope in poſſeſſion of all he could rightly chal- 
lenge. If this be true, that notwithſtanding the Stat. 28. Hen. 8. notwith- 
ſtanding the Oath of Supremacy then taken, the Pope might enjoy all that 
belonged to him of Divine Right, he might then 45 the ſame, not w ith- 
ſtanding this Oath in Queen Elixabeth's time, which was only reviving the 
former with ſome mitigation ; and what could it be then elſe but Obſtina- 
cy and Contumacy in them to refuſe it And therefore the Plea which 
you make for thoſe whom you call the Henry Biſhops, will ſuſſiciently con- 
demn theſe preſent Biſhops, whom we now ſpeak of, For if thoſe Biſhops 
only renounced the Popes Canonical and acquired Furiſdifion here in England, 
as you ſay, 3. e. That Authority and Juriſdlict ion in Eccleſiaſtical Matters, 
which the Pope exerciſed here by virtue of the Canons, Preſcription, and other 
Titles of humane right, and gave it to the King ; yet they never renounced or de- 
prived him of that part of his Authority, which is far more intrinſecal to his 
Office, and of Divine Right; they never denied the Popes Soveraign Power to 
teach the Univerſal Church, and determine ail Controverſies of Faith whatlo- 
ever in a General Council. If theſe things, I ſay, be true, which yay con- 
tidently aſſert, the more inexcuſable were theſe Biſhops for refuſing that 
Oath of Supremacy which they had not only taken in Xing Henry's time, 
bur which, by your own Confeſſion, takes away nothing of the Pope's Au- 
thority, in relation to the whole Catholick Church. And by this means their 
Obſtinacy appeared ſo great, as might juſtly deſerve a deprivation. It be- 
ing certainly in the Power of the Xing and Biſhops to aſſert their own rights, 


in 
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in Oppoſition to any Canons or Preſcriptions whatſoever of meerly humane 
Right. So that by your own Confeſſion, the more excuſable the Henry. 
Biſhops were, as you call them, the leſs excuſable the Mary- Biſhops were 
(as, to follow you, we mult call them) in refuſing the Oath of Supremacy, 
when tendred to them. Was it lawful then in King Henrys time, to take 
this Oath or not? If not, then King Henry's Biſhops are infinitely to blame 
for taking it, and you for defending them: If it was law ful then, why not 
in Queen Flizabeth's Time Had ſhe not as much Reaſon to impoſe it as 
her Father? Had ſhe not as much Power to do it? When one of the chief 
Refuſers, Heath, Arch-Bjſhop of Tork, and then Lord Chancellor of Eng- 
land, did, upon the firſt Notice of the Death of Queen Mary, declare to 
the Houſe of Commons, That the Succeſſion of the Crown did of Right Lelong 


zo the Princeſs Elizabeth, whoſe Title they conceived to be free from all legal 


Queſtions ; this could be then no Plea at all for them. So that if any Per. 
ſons through the greateſt Obſtinacy, might be deprived by a Prince of their 
Eccleſiaſtical Preferments, theſe might; and when you can prove, that in 
no caſe a Prince hath Power to deprive Eccleſiaſtical Perſons, you will ſay 
more to your purpoſe than yet you have done. But till you have done 
that, it remains clear, that theſe Biſhops were juſtly deprived ; and if fo, 
What was to be done with their vacant Sees? Muſt they be kept vacant 
ſtill Or ſuch be put into them who were guilty of the fame Fault with 
themſelves, in refuſing the Oath, when tendred to them ? If not ſuch, then 
it was neceſſary that other fit Perſons ſhould be legally conſecrated and 
inyeſted inthem : And ſo they were, the Places being ſupplied by Wor- 
thy Perſons ; the Arch-biſhop-of Canterbury being conſecrated by a Canoni- 
cal Number of Edward Biſbops, and the reſt duly conſecrated by other 
Hands. And for all this, Muſt all theſe Perſons be Intruders, and intrade 
themſelves by force, and that into the Places of other lawful Biſhops > When 
ſo many Sees were actually vacant, and the reſt by due form of Law, into 
which other Biſhops were elected, and legally conſecrated, notwithſtand- 
ing the putid Fable of the Nags- Head Ordination, which hath ſo often and 
ſo evidently been diſproved, that 1 am glad to find you have fo much Mo- 
deſty, as not to mention it. Theſe Biſhops being thus legally inveſted in 
their Places, To whom did the Care and Government of the Exg/;/þ Church 
belong? To theſe, or to thoſe who were juſtly deprived ? If to theſe, Were 
not they then the due Repreſentatives of the Exgliſp Church in a National 
Synod, who with thoſe of the lower Houſe of Convocation, make up a 
true National Council? And if fo, it belonged to them as ſuch, to conſider 
whatappertained to the Faith and Government of the Church of England. 
For they undertook not to preſcribe to the whole World, that they leave to 
the Biſhop and Church of Rome (not as legally belonging to them, but ar- 
rogantly uſurped by them) but to draw up Articles of Religion, which 
ſhould be owned by all ſuch who enjoyed any Place of Truſt in the Church 
of England. So that in all this they were neither Intruders, neither did 
they act any thing beyond their Place and Authority. But you would 
ſeem to quarrel with their Vocation, Miſſion, and Juriſdliction, as though it 
were not lawful, i. e. Canonical and Juſt; all theſe are your own Words, and 
they are but Words; for not one Syllable like a Proof is ſuggeſted. I tell 


you then (not to ſpend Time in a needleſs Vindication of the Vocation of 


the Biſhops and Paſtors of the Church of England, when you give us no Rea- 
fon to queſtion it) that by the ſame Arguments that you can prove that 
you have any lawful Biſhops and Paſtors in your Church, it will appear that 

| we 


ful National Council, yet, you lay, They were ſo far from doing the like ( that 
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we have too, And that our Vocation and Million is far more conlonant 
to the Apoſtolital and Primitive Church than yours is. 4 

But, the main Quarrel is {till behind, which is, that Suppoſang they had 0 
been true Biſhops, and Paſtors of the Engliſh Church, and their Aſſembly a lau- 5. Ws. 


other Provincial Councils had done) that they atted diretty contrary to them, 
which Charge lies in theſe Things. 1. Condemning Points of Faith that had been 
generally believed and prattiſed in the Church before them. This you know 
we deny, and you barely affirm ir, and I have ſhewed ſome Reaſon of our 
denial already, and ſhall do more when we come to Particulars. 2. Ju 
contradifting the Doctrine of the Roman Church: A great Hereſie indeed, 
but never yet condemned in any General Council. 3. In convening againſt 
the Expreſs Will of the Church of Rome: We ſhall then think that a Fault, 
when you prove it belongs to that only, to ſummon all Councils, General, 
National, and Provincial. 4. In denying the Pope's Authority, or attempting 
to deprive him of it : if you ſpeak of his uſurped Authority you mult prove 
it a Fault to deprive him of it, z. e. to withdraw our ſelves from Obedience 
to it, for that is all the Deprivation can be here underſtood. If you mean 
Juſt Authority ſhew wherein it lies, whence he had it, by what means he 
came into it in the Church of England; and if you can make it appear that 
he had a juſt Claim, it will be eaſie proving them guilry of a Fault who diſ- 
owned it. But, Whether it were a Fault in them or no, Iam ſure it is one 
in you, to lay ſuch Things, and ſo many to our Charge, and not offerin 
to give Evidence for one of them, Bur I muſt conſider the Infallibility of 
you Church lies in dictating, and not proving, Thus then, for any thing 
which you ſo much as ſeem to ſay to the contrary, the Proceedings of the 
Reformation were very regular and juſt, being built on ſufficient Grounds, 
managed in a legal manner, andcarricd on with due Modcration, which 
are the higheſt Commendations can be given to a Work of Reformation; 
and do with the — Right belong to the Church of England, of any 
Church in the Chriſtian World. There remains nothing now, which you 
object againſt our Reformation, but ſome Faults of the Reformers ; as to 
which his Lordſhip had alreadꝶ ſaid, If any ſuch be found, they are the Crimes 
of the Perſons, and not of the Reformation, and they are long ſince gone to God 
to anſwer it, to whom I leave them. Which Antwer ſo full of Juſtice and 
Modeſty, one would have thought, ſhould have been ſufficient for any rea- 
ſonable Man; but you are not ſatisfied with it. For you will have theſe 
Faults to come from the Principles of the Reformation, and that they did nat 
belong to the Perſons of the Reformers, but are entailed on their Succeſſors. But 
a ſhort Anſwer will ſuffice for both theſe : Shew us, What avowed Prin— 
ciples o the Church of England tend to any real Sacrileze, before you 
charge any thing of that Nature, as flowing from the Maxims of the Re- 
formation. And if you can prove the Succeſſors of the Reformers to continue 
in any Sacriligious Alions, let thoſe plead for them who will, J {hall not; 
but leave them, as his Lordſhip did, to anſwer ſuch Things to God. 

As to the Memorandum, which his Lordihip concludes this Diſcourſe 
with, That be ſpake at that Time of the General Church, as it was for the moſt p_,.,,, G. 
part forced under the Government of the Roman See, not doubting, but that 


P. 190. 


© as theUniverſal Catholick Church would have reforiaed her ſelf ; had ſhe been in 


all Parts freed of the Roman Toke ; ſo, while ſhe was for the moſt in theſe Weſt- 
ern Parts under that Toke, the Church of Rom2 was, if not the only, yet the 
chief Hinderance of Reformation: You anſwer with ſome Stomach ; By what 
Force I pray ? Is it poſſible 2 or, Can it enter into the Judgment of any reaſenable 
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did acknowledge the Pope's Power, when the pg 
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Man, bat a fing/e'Biſhop, of no very large Dioceſe, ſhould be 4 by force, to 
| #rins into Subjettion ſo many large Provinces of Chriſtendom, as dee 


etended R eformation be; an 


te: 
But, what reaſonable Man can imagine, that 274 Biſhop, indagd of ny 
very large Dioceſe (if kept within his Bounds) ſhould, in Progreſs of 
Time, extend his Power ſo far as the Pope did, but by one of theſe two 
Means, Force, or Fraud? And ſince you ſeem to be ſoMmuch diſpleaſed at 


the former, I pray take the latter; or rather, the Comunction of bog 
together. For that there was Force uſed, appears by the manifold Refi: 


ſtance which was made to the Eneroachments of the Pope's Power; and the 
® ſad Complaints of the Uſurpations and Abuſes which were in it; and theſe 


* 


abundantly delivered by Claſſical Authors, of both the preſent and precedent + 


Times : and (to uſe more of your own Words) all Eccleſiaſtical Monuments 
are full of them; ſo that this is no falſe Calamny, or bitter Paſquil (as you 


call it) but a very plain and evident Truth. But that there was likewiſe a 


great deal of Art, Subilty and Fraud uſed in the getting, keeping, and ma. 
naging the Pope s Power, he hath but a ſmall Meaſure of Wit who doth 
not underſt and, and they as little of Honeſty, who dare not confeſs it, 


1 2 


* 


* 


Y CHAP. V. 99.20 
Of the Roman Churches Authority. 


The Queſtion concerning, the Church of Rome's Authority entred upon. Ehw 


far our Church, in reforming her ſelf, camemus the Church of Rome. 
The Pope's Equality with other Patriarchs, aſſerted. The Arabick Canons 
of the Nicene Council proved to be Suppoſititious. The Polity of the Ancient 
Church diſcovered from the fixth Canon of the Council of Nice, The Rights 


of Primates and Metropolitans ſettled by it. The ſuitableneſs of the Eccle- 


fraſtical to the Civil Government. That the Biſhop of Rome had then a li- 


-mited Juriſdiction within the Suburbicary Glhurches ; as Primate of the Ro- 


man Dioceſe. Of the Cyprian Privilege; that it was not peculiar, but 


common to all Primates of Uioceſes. Of the Pope's Primacy according to the 


Canons; how far pertinent to our Diſpute. How far the Pope's Confirmati- 
on requiſite to new elected Patriarchs. Of the Synodical and Communicato- 
ry Letters. The Teſtimonies of Petrus de Marci concerning the Pope's 
Power of confirming and depoſing Biſhops. The Inſtances brought for it, 
conſidered. The caſe of * ha being reſtored by Julius, truly ſtated. 
The Proceedings of Conſtantine inthe caſe of the Donatiſts cleared, andthe 
Evidence thence againſt the Pope's Supremacy. Of the Appeals of Biſhops to 
Rome, how far allowed by the Canons of the Church. The great Caſe of 
Appeals between the Roman and African Biſhops diſcuſſed. That the Appeals 
of Biſhops were prohibited, as well as thoſe of the inferiour Clergy. T. C. 
Fraud in citing the Epiſtle of the African Biſhops, for ackyowledging Ap- 
peals to Rome. Thecontrary manifeſted from the ſame Epiſtle to Boniface, 
and the other to Cœleſtine. The Exemption of the Ancient Britannick 


Church from any Subj ection to the See of Rome,aſſerted. The caſe of Wilfrid; 


Appeal anſwered. The Primacy of England not derived from Gregory's 


Grant to Auguſtin the Monk. The Ancient Primacy of the Britannick Church 


not loſt upon the Saxon Converſion. Of the State of the African Churches, 
after their denying Appeals to Rome. The riſe of the Pope s Greatneſs = 
Chriſtian 
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Chriſtjo# ” erors. of toe Decree of tbe Sardican Sywed, in caſe Ap- : 
peals ® Whether ever received by the Church : No. Evidence thence If the, a 


Pope's Supremacy. . Zaſimus his Forgery in ſending the Sardican Canons 
inſlead o tbe Nicenes The weakneſs of. the Pleas for it, mavifetted. |, 9 


H Hat which W to be diſcuſſed in the Qui ion ol $chi/m; . 0. 1. 
| concerning the Authority of the Church and Biſhop of Rome, ,Whe- 
cher that be ſo large and extenſive, as to bind us to an univerſal Submiſſion, | 
ſo that by renouncing of it, we violate the Unity of the Church, and are 
thereby guilty of Schiſm But, before we come to a particular Diſcuſſion 
of that, we mult caſt bur Eyes back on the precedent Chapter, in which ON 
the Title 232 us, That Proteſtants ſhould be further convinced of Schiſm ; 14. 
but upon Examination of it, there appears not ſo much as the Shadow of 
any new Matter, but it wholly depends upon Principles already fefuted, 
and ſo contains a bare Repetition of what hath been abundantly anſwered .. 
in the firſt Part. So your firſt Section hach no more of Strength, than 
what lies in your Churches Infallibility : For, when you would plead, 
That though the Church of Rome he the accuſed Party, yet ſhe may judge in her P. 177. 172. 
own cauſe ; you do it upon this ground, That you had already proved the Ro- 
man Church to be infallible, aud therefore your Church might as well condemn 
her Accuſers, as the Apoſtles theirs ; and that Proteſtants nog pretending In- « 
fallibility, cannot rationally be permitted tg be Accuſers and Witneſſes againſt » 
the Roman Church. Now, what doth all this comg to, in caſe your Church 
be not infallible, as we have evidently Wr ſhe is not, in the firſt part; 
and that ſhe is ſo far from it, that ſhe N groſly erred, as we ſhall 
prove in the third Part > Your ſecond Section 7 7 hang Matter of F 
evident, That Proteſtants did contradict the publick Doftrine and Belief of all p. 173. 
Chriſtiags generally throughout the World, which we have lately proved tobe > 
an egregious Falſity, and ſhall do more afterwards. The cauſe of the Sepg- 
* ratiſts, and the Church of England, is vaſtly different, Whether we look gn 
the Authority, Cauſe, or Manner of their Proceedings; and in your other 
Inſtances you ſtill beg the Queſtion, That your Church is our Mother- Church, 
and therefore we are bound to ſubmit to ber Judgment, though ſhe be he attu- 
ſed Party. Buras this whole Buſineſs of Qua Fudice, nothing can be ſpeken 
with more Solidity and Satisfaction, than what his Lorgſhip ſaith. If it le P. 
a Cauſe common to Both, as certain it ts here (between the Proteſtant and Roman 
Church) then neither Part alone may be Tudge if neither alone may judge then 
either they muſt be judged by a third, which ſtands indifferent to both, and that 
is the Scripture ; or if there be a Fealoufie, or a Doubt of the Senſe of the Scrip- 
ture, they muſt either both repair to the Expoſition of the Primitive Church, and 
ſubmit to that ; or both call and ſubmit to aGeneral Council, which ſhall be law- 
fully called, and fairly and freely held with Ind: Ferenc) to all Parties ; and that 
mut judge the Difference according to Scripture, which muſt be their Rule as 
well as private Mens. When you either attempt toſ ſhew the unreaſonable- 
neſs of this, or ſubſtitute any thing more reaſonable inſtead of it, you may 
expect a further Anſwer tothe Queſtion, Quo Fudice? as far as it concerns 
the difference between your Church, and ours. The Remainder of thig whole 
Chapter, is only a Repetition of ſomewhat concerning Fundamentals, and a ad p. 187. 
further expatiating in Words, without the Addition of any more Strength 
from Reaſon or Authority upon the Churches Infallibility being proved from 
Scripture ; which having been throughly conſidered already, and an account 
given, not only of the we bf thoſe Places (one exceptd, which we 
ſhall meet with again) but of r Reaſon, Why the Senſe of them as to In- 
B bb 2 :  fallibiliry, 
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Infallibility ſhould be reſtrained to the Apoſtles, I find no ſicicy Motive 


inducing me to follow you, in diſtruſting the Reader's Memory, and tref. 


* 


tion of the Roman Churc 


paſſing on his Patience, ſo much as to incul&r@the ſame things over and 
over, as you do. Paſſing by therefore the Things already Handled, and 
leaving the reſt (if any ſuch Thing appear) to a more convenient Place 
where theſe very Places of 3 are again brought upon the Stage in 
the Queſtions of the Pope's Authority and Infallibiliry of General Councils, 
I come to your rowing Chapter, in which you enter upon the Vindi&. 
hes Authority. | 5 I 

2. That which his Lordſhip hath long inſiſted on, and evidently proved, 
is, The Right which particular Churches have to reform themſelves, when 
the General Church cannot for Impediments, or will not for Negligence do it. 
And your Anſwers to his Proofs have had their Weakneſs ſufficiently laid 


open; the only thing here objected further, is, Whether in ſo doing parti. 


* 
F. 166. 


P. 102. n. 1. 


cular Churches do not condemn others of Errors in Faith > To which his 
Lordſhip anſwers, That to Feform themſelves, and to condemn others, are tif 
different Works, unleſs it fall out ſo, that by reforming themſelves, they d 
by Conſequence condemn any other, that is guilty in that Point, in which they 


reform themſelves; and ſo far to judge and condemn others, is not only law. 


full But neceſſary. A Man that lives Religzouſly, dothnot by and by fit in Judg- 
ment, and condemn with his Mouth all prophane Livers ; but yet while he i 
filent, his very Life condemns them. To what end his Lordihip produceth 
this Inſtance, any one may eaſily underſtand ; but you abuſe it, as though 
his Lordſhip had ſaid, That Proteſtants only by their Religions Lives do con- 
demn your Church; and upon this run out into a ſtrange Declamation about 
Who the Men are that live ſo Religiouſly > They who to propagate the Goſpel the 
better, marry Wives contrary to the Canons, and bring Scripture for it 2 Yes 
ſurely, much more than they who to propagate your Church, enjoy Con- 
cubines ; for which if they can bring ſome Canons of your Church, I am 


fure they can bring Scripture for it. They who pull down Monaſteries both of 


Religious Men and Women? I ſee, you are ſtill as loth to part them, as they 
are to be parted themſelves ; but if all their Lives be no more Religious than 
the moſt of them have been ; the pulling of them down might be a greater 
act of Religion than living in them. They who caſt Altars to the Ground 
More certainly than they who worſhipped them. They who partly baniſb 
Prieſts, and partly put them to Death > Or they who commit Treaſons and do 
Things worthy of Death? But you are doubtleſs very Religious and tender- 
hearted Meg, whoſe Conſciences would never ſuffer you to baniſh or put 
any to Death for the ſake of Religion; no not in Queen Maries time here 
in England! They who deface the very Tombs of Saints, and will not permit them 
to reſt even when they are dead > Orthey who profeſs to Worſhip dead Saints, 
and martyr living Ones with Fire and Faggor 2 If this be your Religious 
Living, none who know what Religion means will be much taken with it. 
I ſhall eaſily grant that you ſtick cloſe to the Pope, but are therein far enough 
from the Doctrine or Life of S. Peter. If any of you have endured Sequeſtra- 
tions, Impriſonments, Death it ſelf, Tam ſure it was not for any good you 
did; not for the Catholick Faith, but if you will, for ſome Catholick Trea- 
ſons, ſuch as would have enwrapt a whole Nation in Miſery. If this be 


your ſuffering Perſecution for Righteouſneſs ſake, you will have little Cauſe 


to rejoice in your-Fellow-Sufterers. But if you had not a mind to calum- 
niate us, and provoke us to ſpeak ſad Truths of you, all this might have been 
ſpared; for his Lordſhip only choſe this Inſtance, to ſhew that a Church or 


Perſon may be condemned conſequentially, which was not intentionally. But 


you 
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juſtly in ſo doing, we are ready on all Occaſions to juſtifie. 


5 - 
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we ER 480 
you Gay, C nm Church hath formally condemned. yours, by publick and lem 
Cenſurts in mY 4 Articles. Doth his Lordſhip deny that our Chrch ift 
order to our owN Reformation hath condemned many Things which your 
Church Wolgs ? No, but that ourChurch's main Intention was to reform it ſelt ; 
but, conſidering the Corruption and Degeneracy of your Church, the could 
not do it, without conſequentially condemning yours: and, har ſhe did 


: 
= 
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+ But his Lordſhip askg, If one particular Church may not judge or condemns C. 3. 
another, What muſt then be done where Particulars need Reformation? To P. 167, 
which his Adverſary gives a plain Anſwer, That particular Churches mis 

in that Caſe (as Irenæus intimateth Ys have recourſe to the Church of Rome, 

which hath more powerful Principality; and to her Biſhop, who is the chief 

Paſtor of the whole Church, as being S. Peter's Succeſſor, &c. This i$the riſe 

and occafi6n of the preſent Controverſie. To this his Lordſhip Anſwers, 

That it is moſt true indeed; the Church of Rome hath had, and hath yet, more © * 
powerful Principality, than any other particular Gburch. But ſhe bath not this : 
power from Chriſt. The Roman Patriarch by Ecclefraſtical Conſtitutions mie hit 

perhaps have a Primacy of Order : but for Principality of Power, the Parriarths 

were as even, as equal, as the Apoſtles were before them The Truth is, this 

more powerful Principality the Roman Biſhops got under the Emperours, af- h 
ter they became Chriſtian ; and they uſed the Matter ſo, that they grew big 
enough to oppoſe, nay, to degoſe the Emperors, bythe ſame power which they had. 

given them. And after this, other particular Churohes, eſpecially bers in tb 

Weſt, ſubmitted themſelves to them for Succour and Protetions fake. And 

this was one main cauſe that ſwell d Rome intW this more- ful Principali- 

ty. and not any right given by Chriſt to make that Prelate, Paſtor of the whole 

Church. To this you Anſwer, That to ſay that he Roman Churches Princi- P. 183. 
pality is not from Chriſt, is contrary to St. Auſtin and the whole Milgyitan 

Council, who in their Epiſtle to Innocent the firſt, profeſs that the Popes , yay 

rity is grounded npon Scripture, and conſequently proceeds from Chrift. But 

whoever ſeriouſly reads and throughly conſiders that Fo 

Epiſtle, will find no ſuch thing as that you aim at Ay ore of N pr] Do- 
there. For the ſcope of the Epiſtle is to perſwade 92 — 


aitatis rue de ſanctarum Scripturarum Au- 


Pepe Innocent to appear againſt Cœleſtius and Pelagius ; erg depromp! x facilius co: qui tam per- 


: : DF y - ; 
to that end they give firſt an Account of their Do- verſe © pernicieja ſeurtunt, oe cſſuras. 


: a 2 Aug. ep 92. 
ctrine, ſhewing how pernicious and contrary. to Scri- | 


pture it was; after which they tell him that Pelagius being at Feruſalem 
was like to do a great deal of Miſchief there, but that many of the Bre- 
thren oppoſed him, and eſpecially St. Hierom. But we, ſay they, do ſuppoſe 
that through the Mercy of our Lord Chriſt aſſiſting you, thoſe which hold ſuch 
perverſe and pernicious Principles may more eaſily yield by your Authority drawn 
out of Scripture. Where they do not in the leaſt dream of his Autherzty 
as Univerſal Paſtor being grounded on Scripture. but of his appearing againſt | 
the Pelagians with his Authority drawn out of Scripture, that is, to that 
Authority which he had in the Church, by the Reputation of the Roman 
dee, the Authority of the Scripture being added, which was ſo —_—_ 
the Pelagzans, or both theſe going together were the moſt probable way 
to ſuppreſs their Doctrine. And it hath been ſufficiently proved by 
others, by very many Inſtances of the Writers about that Age, that An- 
thoritas was namore than Reſcriptum ; as particularly appears by many Paſ- 
ages in Leo's Epiſtles, in which ſenſe no more is expeeſſed by this, than that 
by the Pope's Anſwer to the Council drawn out of the Authority of Scri- 
Pure, the Pelagians might more probably be ſuppreſſed. But what is this 
| to 
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3 4. 


P. 184. 


Petro ſimilis & Authoritate par, reſembling St. Peter and his equal in Au 


to an Uniyerſal Paſtorſhip givenby Chriſt to him; any othegwiſe than to 
thoſe who ſatin any other Apoſtolical Sees ? | | =_ 

But your great Quarrel is againſt his Lordſhip, for making all the Pa. 
triarchs even and equal, as to Principality of Power : and when he faith, 


' Equal as the Apoſtles were, you ſay, that is equivocal ; for though the Apoſtles 


had equal Jariſdiftion over the whole Church, yet St. Peter alone had Furiſditi. 
on over the Apoſtles ; but this is neither proved from John 21. nor is it at all 
clear in Antiquity as will appear when we come ta that Subject. 

But this Aſſertion of the Equality of Patriarchs, is ſo deſtiuctive to your 
Pretenſions in behalf of the Church of Rome, that you ſer your ſelf more 
particularly to diſprove it, which you offer to do by two Things, x. By 
a Canon of the Nicene Council. 2. By the Practice of the ancient Church, 
You begin with rhe firſt of them, and tell us, That tis contrary to the 
Council of Nice, in the third Canon whereof, which concerns the Furiſditiong 
of Patriarchs, the Authority (or Principality if you will) of the Biſhop of Rome 
is made the Pattern, and Model of that Authority and Juriſdiction which ba 


triarchs were to exerciſe over the Provincial Biſhops. The Words of the Cano 


are theſe. Sicque præeſt Patriarcha iis omnibus, qui ſub ejus poteſtate 
ſunt, ſicut ille qui tenet ſedem Nomæ, caput eſt & princeps omnium pa- 
triarcharum, The Patriarch" (ſay they) is in the ſame manner over all thoſe 
that are under his Authority, as he who holds the See of Rome is Head and 
Prince of the Patriarchs. And in the ſame Canon the Pope is afterwards ſtyled, 


tbority. Theſe are big Words indeed, andto your * 51 if ever any ſuch 
thing had been decreed by the Council of Nice; but I ſhall evidently prove, 
that this Canon is Suppoſttitious, and a notorious piece of Forgery. Which 


Forgery is much increaſed by you when you tell us, theſe Words are con- 


tained in the third Canon of the Council of Nice: Which in the Greek Edi. 
tions of the Canons by du Tiliet, and the Codex Canonum by Jaſtellus, and 


all other extant, in the Latin Verſions of Dionyfius Exiguus,and Ii dare Mer- 


cator, is wholly againſt the -wiraxlu, i, e. ſuch kind of Women which Clergy- 
men took into their Houſes, neither as Wzves or Concubines, but under a Pre- 
text of Piety. In the Arabick Edition of the Nicene Canons, ſet out by 4. 
phonſus Piſanus, the third Canon is againſt the Ordination either of Neophy- 
ti or Criminal Perſons, and ſo likewiſe in that of Tarrianys. So that in no E- 
dition, whether Arabick or other, is this the third Canon of the Council of Nice, 
and therefore you were guilty either of great Ignorance and Negligence in 
ſaying ſo,or of notorious Fraud and Impoſture, if you knew it to be other- 
wiſe, and yet ſaid it that the unwary Reader might believe this Canon to be 
within the 20. which are the only genuine Canons of the Council of Nice. In- 
deed ſuch a Cauon there is in theſe Arabict Editions, but it is ſo far from be- 
ing the third, that in the Editions both of Piſanus and Turrianus it is the 
thirty ninth, and in it J grant thoſe Words are; bur yet you will haye little 
Reaſon to rejoice in them, when Ihave proved, (as I doubt not to do) that 
this whole farrago of Arabick Canons is a meer Forgery ; and that I ſhall 
prove both from the true Number of the Nicene Canons, and the Incongrui- 
ty of many Things in the Arabick Canons with the State and Polity of the 
Church at that time. * | 
In thoſe Editions ſet out by Piſanus and Turrianus, from the Copy which 
they ſay was brought by Baptiſta Romanus from the Partriarch of Alexan- 
dria there are no fewer than eighty Canons; whereas the Nicene Council 
never paſſed above 20. Which if it appear true, that will ſufficiently diſ- 


cover the Forgery and Suppoſititionſneſs of theſe Arabick Canons. N oO 
there 
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fron, recounts no more than twen 
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there were no more dan den genuine Canons of the Council of Nice. 1 
thus bote. feſt from Theodoret, who after he had given an account of the 


Td 


Proceedings in the Council againſt the Arrians, he ſaith, That the Fa- 


thers met in Council again, and paſſed twenty*Canons 
relating to the Churches Polity ; and Gelaſias Cyzicenus, 
whom Alphonſus Piſanus ſet forth with his Latin Ver- 
Canon; the ſame 
Number is aſſerted by Nicephorus Calliſtus ; and we 
need not trouble our ſelves with reciting the Teſti- 
monies of more Greek Authors, ſince Binius himſelf 
conteſſeth, that all the Greeks ſay, there were no 
more than twenty Canons then determined, But al- 
though certainly the Greeks were the moſt compe- 
tent Judges in this caſe, yet the Latins themſelves did 
not allow of more. For although | Rufinus makes 
twenty two, yer that is not by the Addition of any 
mor Canons, but by ſplitting two into four. And if 
we believe Pope Stephen in Gratian, the Roman Church 
did allow of no more than twenty. And in that 
Epitome of the Canons which Pope Hadrian ſent to 
Charles the Great for the Government of the Weſtern 


Churches, d. D. 773. the fame Number of the Nicene J 


Canons appear ſtill. And in a MS. of Hincmarus 
Rhemenſis, againſt Hincmarus Laudunenſis, this is not 


only alſerted, but at large contended for, that there 


were no more Canons determined at Nice, than thoſe 


AT vs . cuαννο , eie 70 22 , 

et TRGAKANTIASIRNG MOAT 85 vονẽgs 
eg la, ice. Theodoret, hiſt, Ec. 
cleſ I. 1. c. 3. ed. Sirmond. 1642. 
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Council. Nicen. lib. 2. 1 
II r 3 ee Lr Jug ting- 


op &g vaubyas clogs S5 (ey. Niceph. 


Eccleſiaſt. hiſt. 1. 8. c. 19. 

QuanquamGreci omnes — et tueantur, 

Niceni Cencilii cunones viginti tantum fun 

N. Ce Bin. not. in Concil. Nican. p. 

5 _ 5 1. Ruffin. Eccleſiaſt. hiſt. üb. 
cap. 5. 


Viginti tantum capitula Nicene Synod! in 
Santi Romand Eccleſid haberi. Grati 
diſtinct. 16. c, 20, 4 hs 


Deinde etiam 20, eapitulis Nicent Concilii 
recitatis, communi decreto flatuerunt eapi- 
tula 37. ¶ ve 39.) que ſubſequuntur. Vid. 

uſtell. not. in Cod. Eccleſ. African. p.14. 


Quod nom nf vigine capitula que habemus 
in Niceno Concilio fuerunt conflituta, c. 21. 


apud Juſtell. ibid. 
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twenty which we now have, from the Teſtimanies of the Tripartite Hiſtory, 
Ru ſinus, the Cart baginian Council, the Epiſtles of Cyril of Alexandria, and 
Atticus of Conſtantinople, and the twelfth Action of the Council of Chalce- 
don. So that if both Greeks and Latins ſay true, there could be no more 
than twenty genuine Canons of the Council of Nice; which may be yet fur- 
ther proved by two Things, viz. the Proceedings of the African Fathers in 
the caſe of Zoſimus about the Nicene Canons and the Codex Canonum Eccleſſæ 
Univerſe, both which yield an abundant Teſtimony to our Purpoſe. If ever 
there was a juſt Occaſion given for an early and exact Search into the Au- 
thentick Canons of the Council of Nice, it was certainly in that grand Debate 
between the African Fathers and the Roman N in the caſe of Appeals. 


For Zoſimus challenging not only a right of Appe 


sto himſelf, but a Power 


of diſpatching Legates unto the African Churches to hear Cauſes there, and 
all this by virtue of a Canon in the Nicene Council, and this being delivered 
to them in Council by Fauſtinus, Philippus, and Aſellus, whom Zofimus 


ſent into Africa, to negotiate this 


air; nd ſooner did they hear this, 


but they-were ſtartled and amazed ar it, that ſuch a Thing ſhould be chal- 


lenge® 


virtue of a Canon in the Council of Nice, which they had never 


heard of before. Upon this they declare themſelves willing to yield to what 
ſhould appear to be determined by the Nicene Canons; thence they propound 
that a more exact Search might be made into the authentical Copies of them; 
for they profeſs no ſuch thing at all to appear, in all the Greek Copzes which 
they had among them; although Cæcilianus the Biſhop of Carthage were pre- 
ſent in the Council of Nice, and brought home thoſe Copies which were pre- 
ſerved in the Church of Africa. For in all the Subſcriptions of the NiteneCouncil, 
whether Arabict or others, the Name of Cæcilian appears; now Cæcilian was 
immediate Predeceſſor in Carthage to Aurelius, who preſided in that Council 
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Cedex. Can. wherein theſe Things were debated. And there i ĩs expreſly ſaid, There were 
| ＋ Mie. but twenty Canons. But in order to further Satisfaction, they decres that a 
Pa, Meſſage ſhould be ſent on purpoſe to Con/tantinopley Antioch, and Alexan- 
Adria, to find out the Authentick Copics of the Nicene Canons, and after a 
moſt diligent Search no more Canons could be found than what the African 
Fathers had before. And thence in the Epiſtle of Anticas of Conſtantinople, 
written to the Council of Carthage, he acquaints them, that he, according to 
their deſire, had ſent them the true and compleat Canons ( rigs) of 
Codex Canon. the Nicene Council. And to the ſame purpoſe Cyril the Patriarch of Alex. 
2-30 | andria, mentioning their Deſires of having Zanvicam oz the moſt true and 
| authentick Copies out of the Archives of that Church, fo he tells them he had 
Id. p. 360, ſent ( qa for rd hell b Ts ws Th Nirairę abe the moſt faithful Co. 
ar ar gy pies of the Authentick Synad of Nice. Now if there had been any ground 
ein the World for Turrianus his Conjecture, that the Nicene Canons were tran- 
lated into Arabick by Alexander, who was preſent at the Council, for the 

Benefit of thoſe in Pentapolis, or Ægypt, who only underſtood that Lan- 

guage (and that before the Nicene Canons were burnt, of which Athanaſius 
complains); who was more likely to have found out theſe Arabick Canons, 

than Cyril the Patriarch of Alexandria, "upon this occaſion eſpecially, when 

the full and authentick Copies were ſo extreamly deſired? And fince no 

ſuch thing at all appeared then, upon the moſt diligent Inquiry, What can 

be more evident, than that theſe eighty Arabick Canons are the Impoſture 

of ſome latter Age > Beſides, if theſe Canons had been genuine and authen- 

tick, what imaginable Reaſon can be given why they were not inſerted in 

the Codex Canonum, as the other twenty were 2 For, as Jacobus Leſchaſſerius 

well obſeryes; we are nor to imagine that the Ancient Church was govern- 

| ed at Randome by looſe and diſperſed Canons, where- 
Conſultatio de Controverſ. inter Paul. 5. by it had been an eaſie Matter to have foiſted in falſe 
n 2 ud Galla. n. and ſuppoſititious Canons; but that there was a cer- 
tain Body and Collection of them digeſted into an 

exact Order; ſo that none could add to or take away any ching fom it; 

and whatever Canons were not contained in this Body, had no Power or 
Force at all in the Church. And that there was ſuch a Codex Canonum, that 
learned Perſon hath abundantly proved from the Council of Chalcedon, 
which hath many Paſſages referring to it; ſo that there is now no Queſti- 
on made, but that which 7aſtellus publiſhed, is the true Collection of thoſe 
Canons of the Univerſal Church which were inſerted into the Codex; in 
which we find but only the twenty Canons of the Nicene Council; and 
that there could poſſibly be no more, appears by the Number of the Canons, 
as they are reckoned in the Council of Chalcedon. From whence it follows, 
that only theſe twenty Canons were ever own'd by the Univerſal Church ; 
for had the Fathers of the Church known of ſo many other Canons of the 
Nicene Council, (as ſurely ar leaſt the Patriarchs of Alexandria could not 
be ignorant of them, if there had been any ſuch) can we poſſibly think that 
thoſe who had ſo great a Veneration for the Nicene Countil, ſhould have 
left the far greater part of the Canons of it, out of the Code of: the Churches 
Canons? I am not ignorant of what is objected by Binias, Bellarmine, and 
others, to prove that there were more than twenty Canons of the Council 
of Nice; but thoſe Proofs either depend upon Things as ſuppoſetitions as 
the Arabick Canons themſelves, ſuch as the Epiſtles of Julius and Athanaſius 
ad Marcum”; or elſe they only prove, that ſevetal other Things were de 
termined by the Nicene Council, as concerning the Celebration of Faſter, 
rebaptizing Hereticks, and ſuch like, which might be by the As of the 
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Council without putting them into the Canons, as Baroniut confeſſeth; but 


there cannot be any Evidence brought of any Canon which concerned the 
Churches Polity (for about that Theodoret and Nicephorus tell us the Canons 
were made) which was not among cheſe twenty. So that it appears that 


theſe Arabick Canons are a meer Forgery of later Times, there being no Evi- 


dence at all that they were known to the Church in all 


' 7  Quoniam hac ignor#ſſe maijorer vil unt 
the time of the four General Councils: and therefore Ba- , e — th Xn | 


ronius, (notwithiſtanding the Pretences of P iſanus and ricana, de iis mentio neceſſaria incubuiſ- 
Turrianus from the Alexandrian Copy, and that out of /* 3 le Fbentin; allt diſſerends relin- 


Marcellus his Library, yet ) ſince theſe Canons were un- 
known in the Controverſie of the African Church about the Nicene Canons, 
leaves the Patronage of them to ſuch as might be able to defend them. And 
Spondanus in his Contract ion of him, (though in his 
Marginal Note he ſaith, Barontus was ſometimes more 


quemus. Baron ad An. 325. Parag- 108. 


Quamobrem quod in Epiſtold quidam Mar 


ci nomine 70. recenſeantur. — quodg; 


inclinable to the inlarged Number of the: Nicene Ca- Turrianus profiteatur 80, inventss Arabi- 
non) yet he relates it as his poſitive Opinion, that he © ling ſo E 
rejected all but the twenty, whether Arabick or other, ile numerns Cononum ſtabilitwr, prorſus 
as ſpurious and ſuppoſititious. You ſee then what a #54 vel porius wulliur ſunt fidet ; nec 


quoniam 


aliquis unquam probatus antiquitatis au- 
* 20. Canone, Nicene 


fair Choice you have made of the third Caron of the 3 aul, 


er omnia ſcripta quibus ingen: 


Council of Nice to prove the Superiority of the Pope S agnoviſſe reperiatur, cæteros ab all« 
over other Patriarchs by; when neither is it the third . Fhentins rejicimus. Spondan. 


Canon, nor any Canon at all of the Council of Nice, | 
but a ſpurious Figment, like thoſe of {dere Mercator, who thought all would 
paſs for gold which made for che Intereſt of the Church of Rome. 
But were there not ſuch a ſtrong and pregnant Evidence from Authority 
to make it appear that theſe Canons were ſuppoſititions, yet the Incongrui- 
ty of them, with the ſtate of the Church at that time would abundantly 
manifeſt it, if we had time to compare many of thoſe Canons with it. But 
that which is moſt material to our Purpoſe, concerning the Equality of the 
Patriarchs, your following Words will put us upon a further Enquiry into. 
This alſo, fay you (viz. That the Pope was Head and Prince of all the Patri: 
archs) the practice of the Church ſhews, which is always the beſt Expoſitor and 
Aſſertor of the Canons. For not only the Pope's Confirmation was required to 
all new elected Patriarchs, but it belonged likewiſe to him to depoſe unworthy 
ones, and reſtore the unjuſtly depoſed by others. We read of no leſs than eight 


Epitom. Baron, ad A. 325 n. 42. 


| 184. 


Nicol. Pap. 
ad Michael * 


ſeveral Patriarch of Conitantinople depoſed by the Biſhop of Rome. Sixtus Imperar. 


the third depoſed alſo Polyctonius Biſhop of Hieruſalem, as his Acts ſet down in 


the firſt Tome of the Councils teſtifie. On the contrary, Athanaſius Patriarch of 


Alexandria, aud Paulus Biſhop of Conſtantinople, were 2 Julius the firſt reſtored . I. eg. 
by 


to their reſpective Sees, having been unjuſtly expelled by Hereticks. The ſame 
might be ſaid of divers others, over whom the Pope did exerciſe the like Autho- 
rity ; which he could never have done,upon any other ground, than that of Divine 
Right, and as being generally acknowledged'St. Peter's Succeſſor in the Govern- 
ment of the w holel. kurch. Three Things ſhall return you in Anſwer to thisDi- 
courie. 1. That the Practice of the Church doth not ſhew any ſuch Inequality as you 
contend for between the Pope and other Patriarchs. 2. That no ſuch Practice of 
the (hurc h can be proved from the Inſtances by you brought; And therefore, laſt- 
ly. It by no means follows that the Pope exerciſed * r by Divine 
Right. or was acknowledged to be St. Peter's Succeſſor in the Government of the 
whole Church. I begin with the Practice of the ancient Church, which is ſo far 
from being an Evidence of ſuch an Inequality of Patriarchs as that you con- 
tend for, that nothing doth more confirm that which his Lordſhip ſaich 
concerning the Equality of them than that doth. For which we appeal to 
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that famous Teſtimony to this Purpoſe in the ſixth Canon of the Nicene ( vun. 

's, „ „ ue. . Let ancient Caſtoms prevail; according to which, let 

5 3 : ann nes % + the Biſhop of Alexandria have power over them who are in 

"Anita Spd ele nn ve aher Egypt, Libya, and Penta polis; becauſe this was likewiſe 

ix m Kegler ied xal ng tr7f Fe the Caſtom for the Biſhop of Rome. And accordingly iy 
un cπꝗ e. T6 % ον 8 d ttole g ov Antioch and oth * h . 

N xaTd, Tv *AfNLoy ay nal ty THIS d- ntioch and other Provinces, let the? r:vileges be Pre- 

aug vf, 74 ag:ofes ode da ſerved to the Churches, Which Canon is the more re- 

mg ixx2ndars. Conciſ. Nicen. Can. 6. markable, becauſe it is the f rſt that ever was made by 

the ancient Church for regulating the Rights and Frivileges of Churches over 

+ each other; which there was like to be now more conteſt about, not only by 

reaſon of the Church's Liberty under Conſtantine, but becauſe of the new 4% 

poſition of the Empire by him, which was made not long before the ſitting 

of the Council ot Nice. But the particular Occaſion of this Canon is generally 

ſuppoſed to be this. Meletius an ambitious Biſhop in Egypt, much about 

the time that Arrius broached his Hereſie at Alexandria, takes upon him 

to ordain Biſhops and others in Egypt, without the Conſent of the Biſhop 

of Alexandria. This Caſe being brought before the Nicene Fathers, they 

pronounce theſe Ordinations aull, depoſe Meletius,, and, to prevent the like 

Practices for the future, do by this Canon confirm the ancient Cuſtoms of 

that Nature in the Church; ſo that the Biſhop of Alexandria ſhould enjoy as 

full Right and Power over the Provinces of Egypt, Libya and Pentapolis, 

as the 1. of Rome had over thoſe ſubject to him, as likewiſe Antioch 

and other Churches ſhould enjoy their former Privileges. Where we 

plainly ſee that the Ground of this Extent of Power is not attributed to 

any Divine right of the Biſhop of Rome, or any other Metropolitan, but to 

the ancient Cuſtom of the Church; whereby it had obtained that ſuch 

Churches that were deduced (as it were ſo many Colonies) from the Mother- 

Church, ſhould retain ſo much Reſpect to and Dependance upon her, as not 

to receive any Biſhop into them without the Conſent of that Biſhop who 

governed in the Metropolis. Which was the prime Reaſon of the Subor- 

dination of thoſe leſſer Churches to the Metropolis. And this Cuſtom be- 

ing drawn down from the firſt plantation of Churches, and likewiſe much 

conducing to the preſerving of Uaity in them, theſe Nicene Fathers ſaw no 

Reaſon to alter it, but much to confirm it. For otherwiſe, there might 

have been continual bandying and oppoſition of lefſer Bzſhops, and 

Churches againſt the greater ; and therefore the Diſcipline and Unity of 

the Church did call for this Subordination ; which could not be better 

determined than by the ancient Cuſtom which had obtained in the ſeve- 

ral Churches. It being found moſt convenient that the Charches in their 

Subordination ſhould be moſt agreeable to the Civil Diſpoſition of the 

Empire. And therefore for our better underſtanding the Force and Effect 

of this Nzcene Canon, we mult caſt our Eye a little upon the Civil Diſpoſition 

of the Roman Empire by Conſtantine, then lately altered from the former 

Diſpoſition of it under Auguſtus and Adrian. He therefore diſtributed 

the Adminiſtration of the Government of the Roman Empire under four 

Præfecti-Prætorio; but for the more convenient Management of it, the 

whole Body of the Empire was caſt into ſeveral Juriſdictions containing 

many Provinces within them, which were in the Law calld Dzoceſes ; over 

every one of which there was appointed a Ncarius, or Lieutenant, to one 

of the Prefeti-Pretorio, whole Reſidence was in the chief City of the 

Dioceſe, where the Prætorium was, and Juſtice was adminiſtred to all within 

chat Dioceſe, and thither Appeals were made. Under theſe were thoſe 


Proconſuls or Correfores who ruled in the particular Provinces ; and os 
their 
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their Reſidence in the Metropolis-of it, under whom wefe the particulars - 
Mar iſtrates of every City ; now according to this Diſpoſition of the Empire,” * 
the Wefern part of it contained in it ſeven of theſe Dzzceſes,” as, under tlie as? | | 
Prefeftus-Pretorio Galliarum, was the Dioceſe of Gaul, Which contained” © af POP... 
fe. 8 . 4 ＋ | 5 


2 


ſeveriteen Provinces ; the Dioceſe of Britain, which contained f 
wards but three in Conſtaptine's time) the Dioceſe of Spain; ſeven, 4 


a * 


the prefeitus-Pretorio Italic, was UigDioceſe of Africa, which had fix Prod 5 $ * 
vinces, the Dioceſe of Italy, whoſe SeatWas Milan, 7. the Dioceſe of Rome,: 6: *® i 2 . ILL 
Under the Prafectus-Prætoria Hlyrig,was the Dioceſe of Illyxicum, in which : D 4 
were ſeventeen Provinces. In the Eaſtern Diviſion, were the' Dioceſe of 13 * 
Thrace, which had ſix Provinces, the Diggeſe of Ponths 11. and ſo the Bi. . 7 1 
ceſe of Aſia, the Oriental (properly ſo called) wherein Antiocb was, 1 4 2 14 925 
all which were under the Præfectus-Prætorio Orientis; the Ægyptias Dic A „4 v6.4 
which had ſix Provinces, was under the Præfectus Auguſtalis ; in the time of — .. al 


Theodoftus the elder, 7lyricum was divided into two Dioceſes, the Eaſtern; - 
whoſe Ar yopolis was Theſſalonica, and had eleven Provinces, the Weſtern, i 
whoſe Metropolis was Syrmium, and had ſix Provinces. According to this 7 
Diviſion of the Empire, we may bertgr Underſtand the Affairs and Govern - " 
ment of the Church, which was mode d much after the ſame way; unleſs _ 
where Ancient Cuſtom, or the Emperor's Edict, did cauſe any Variation. ot : 
as the Cities had their Biſbops, ſo the Provinces had their Arch-Biſhojs, —* © 
and the Dzoceſes their Primates, whoſe Juriſdiction extended as far as 7 3 Ro 

Dioceſe did; and as the Conventas Furidici were kept in the chief 2 _- 8 
the Dioceſe for Matters of Civil Judicature, ſo the chief Eeccleffaſlical 5 
Councils forthe Affaits of the Church, were tobe kept there too ; for which! 5 
there is an expreſs Paſſage in the Codex of Theodofius, whereby care is . 


| 
taken, That the ſame Courſe ſhould be uſed in Ecclefia- | 3 | 
flical, weh was in civil Matters; ſo that ſuch T * * deEpiſcop.1 6%. +. 
which concerned 4 hem ſhould be hea rd int he S nods of 1  neootiis J celeſiaſtici⸗ * my 2 | 

. Jy 4 8 . ſi J. ſt ar, . G 
Dioceſe. Where the Word Dioceſe is not uſed in the | 9u- ſunte- ad religionis n 


Sence the African Fathers uſed it in, for that which irn f, 7 5 
(as it is now uſed) but as it is ot 


nodiraudiontur. 
0 * 0 
generally uſed in the 4 of Tbeodoſius and. Juſtinias, and the Novels and a 2 
Greek Canons; for that which comprehends in it many Provinces, as a Pro- Ss: * +: 
vince takes in ſeveral Dioceſesof particular Biſhops. ad STS HIT. 
Theſe Things being premiſed, we may the better underſtand the Scope 5. . 1 
of the Canon of the Council of Nice; in which three Things are to our pur- W a0 
poſe conſidetable ; 1, That it ſuppoſeth patzicular Bounds and Limits fer a 
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belonged to one 9 
0 


to the Juri ſalict ion of thoſe who are mentioned ig it. 2. That what Churc h- 2 ca 
ex did enjoy Priviteges before this Council, had them confirmed by this 3, p 
Cayon, as not to be altered. 3. That the Churches enjoying theſe Privi- . 4 | 
. were not ſubordinate to each other. 2 et han LEE * 
1. That particular Bound s and Limit were ſuppoſed to the Power or” K * 9 8 
thoſe Oburchestherein mentioned. For, althongh we grant that this (a9. 


un doth noꝶ fix or determine, What the Bounds were of the Raman * „ 
Biſhop's Power, yet that it doth ſuppoſe that it had its Bounds, iggp parent 
from the Example being drawn from thence for the Limits of other Church. ay. # 
es. For, What an unlikely thing is ir, that the ChilkcÞ of Rome ſhould de 
made the Pattern fot aſſigning the Limits of other Metrapolit am Churches ify +. 4. 
that had not its known Limits at that Time? And, Can any thi | be mote | * + % 
3 or unreaſonable, tha . Anſwer r gest ns place,. > i bo 4 
at the - Biſhop of Alexandria ought to govern thoſe g. Fn vera Fri ot, M- "4 
— the Roman Biſhop hath ſo accuſtomed, i e. — e 
. & v8. 3” „„ 1 "I 


4 * C 2 * : 0 


bertgubernare illas provinciam 
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E *.. Taich T ler th D Biſhyp govern them. Her, 
_ + its con ſucvit, ia faith he, Io ler the . Here 
75 opening nr =: 2 is an id eſt with a Witneſs. What will not theſe Men 
S EI p*r- break through, that can ſo'confidently obtrude ſuch 
5 — 2 . Porrapolir, Beliarnt, monſtrous Interpretations upon the credulaus World! 
de Rom. Pont. J. 2. c. 13. © Is it poſſible to conceive when the Canes makes uſe of 
the Parallel of the Romar Biſhop, and makes that the Ground why the Biſhop 
ee Alexandria ſbould enjoy full Power aner thoſe Provinces, becauſe the Bi 
ef Rome didſo; that the meaning ſhould be, That he gave the Biſhop of A- 
" 1 lexandria Power to govern thoſe Provipces d They who can believe ſuch 
| * © Things, may Eaſily find Arguments for the Pope's unlimited Supremacy eve- 
8 ry where. I make no Scruple to grant what Bellarmine contends for, from the 
FPpiſtle of Nicolaus 1. That the Ceuncil did not hereimaſſign Limits to the 
Church of Rome, but made that a Pattern whereby to order the Government 
of other Churches. And from thence it is ſufficiently clear to any reaſonable 
Man, that the Limits of her Government were, though not aſſigued, 
ſuppoſed by the Council. For otherwiſe, How abſurd were it , 55 
the Biſhop of Alexandria govern Ægypt, Libya, and Pentapolis, becauſe the 
Biſhop of the Church of Rome bath ng Limits at g/l, but governs the whole 
C hurch ꝰ Doth not. 747 ev» import ſome Parallel Cuſtom in che Church 
of Rome, and name therefore what that is, ſuppoſing he hath no Limits ſer 
to his Furiſdiction? Jes, it may be you will reply, He had Limits as a Me; 
tropolitan, but not as Head of the Church, Grant me then, that he had Li. 
mits as Metropolitan, and then prove you, that ever he had any unlimited 
Pover acknowledged as Head of the Church. Would they ever have made 
. ſuch an Inſtance in him, without any Diſcrimination of his ſeveral Capaci- 
ties, if they had known any other Power that he had, but only as a Metro. 
politan * Nay, might not the Riſhops of Antioch, and Alexandria; be rather 
ſuppoſed to have the greater Power, becauſe their Provinces' Were much 
larger here than his. And although Bellarmine uſeth that as his great Ar- 
gument, Why Ruffinus his Expoſition cannot hold, Becauſe the Bishop of 
Rome would have a leſſer Dioceſe aſſigned him, than either the Risbops of An. 
tioch, or Alexandria; yet when we confider, What hath been ſaid already 
of the Agreement of the Civil and Eeclefaſtic Government, a ſufficient 
Account may thence be given of it. For as the Præfectus Augaſtalis had all 
the Provinces of Ægypt for his Dioceſe, ſo had the Bishop of Alexandria; aud, 
as the Lieutenant of Antioch had that which Was properly called the Orient, 
containing fifteen Provinces under him, ſo had the Bisbop of Antioch; and 
1 by the ſame Proportion, the Power of the Bishop of Rome did eorreſpond to 
the Dioceſe of the Roman Lieutenant, which was over thoſe Ten Provinces 
which were ſubject to his Juriſdiction, as it was diſtin from the Dioceſe 
of Itah, which was under that Lieutenant, whoſe Reſidence was at Mi 
Here we ſee then a Parity of Reaſon in all of them; and therefore I ca 
but think that the true Account of the S»burbicary Churches in Ruffines 
His Expoſition of this Canon, is, that which we have now ſet down, wi. 
= thoſe Churches which lay within the ten Provinces ſubject to the Romas 
Lieutenant. But of them more afterwards. That which J now inſiſt on, 
is, chat the Bishop of Rome had then a limited Fariſdiftion, as other Metro- 
© politans and Primates had. Nay, if we ſhould grant that the Title produ- 
_ , ced by Paſebaſinus in the Council of Chalcedon to this Cauon, were not ſuch 
a Forgery as that of Zoſimus, yet the moſt that could prove, was only this, 
That the Roman Church had always the Primary within her Dioceſe, 1. e. 
all Metropolitical Power; but not that ir had an unlimited Primacy in the 
whole CEurch, which was a thing none of thoſe Fathers who lived in the 
f * 8 time 
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Time of the four Councils, did ovet acknowledge ; but always oppoſed an, 
thing tending to it, as appears by thoſe very Proceedings of Paſchf nus ar 
the Council of Chalcedon, and by the Canons of that Council, and uf rhe W. 2 
Council of Conſtantinople. And it is a rare Anſwer bob That ghoſe Carta © 
are nat allowed by the Roman Church ; for by that very Adv it appears, 1 
that they did oppoſe the Pope s Supremacy, or elſe doubtleſs they Would. - p37 
have been allowed there. But that che Pope's Metropolitical Pgwer was con- 
fined within the Rowan Dioceſe, ſo as not to extbnd'to the Halict, we have 
this pregnant Evidence, that it appoars by the occaſion of the Nicene ca. 
von, that the main Power conteſted for, was that of (Fön; and it is 

evident by Theodoret and Syneſias his Epiſtles, that the Bishop of Alexandria Thegforers „ 4 
did tetain it as nigga by virtue of this Cavern, to ordain the Bishops of Pen- : a 
tapolis as well as Ægypt. But now the Bishop of Rome did not oxdain the "Theophit 1 
Bithas of Milan who was in the Italict Dioceſe ; for S. Ambroꝶ was ordain- Alen nl. 
15 Rizhop by a Synod of Italy, at the Appointment of the Emperor, Valent. 
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and by an Epiſtle of Pelagzas. 1. A. D. 555. it appears that the Bishops n br 
AquHeia and Milan, Gere wont to ordain each aber ; which, owl * Ts v5 
wauld have i was only to ſave. Charges in going to Rome yet Fl * 8 


as that learned and ingenuous Perſon Petrus de 7 * obſerves, 'the true 


' Reaſonof it, was, becauſe Milan was the Head of . DUTY ” RE 
Italic Dieceſe, as appears by the Council of Ann D ee 2 8 
aud therefore the Ordination of the Bishop of Aquileia, 7 1talice, ut cafe 4 Concilio +» % | 
did of right belong to the Bishop of Milan; aud the Or- E Hg DAN 
3 : * » e Eprſcs | Aedlalanenſem opt imo 
dination of the Biſhop of Milan did belong to him of jur: pertinebs Fete, vert Media: 
Aquilcia, as the chief Metropolitan of the general Sy- "#1914 4. 117 eienſem ke e- 
wd of the Ttalick Dioceſe. Although aftefwards the 7, Sd Gmpatc Dieſe ei 
Biſhops of Rome got it ſo far into their Wands, chat Perrus de Marel de Concord/Sacerdor« 
their Conſent was neteſſary for ſuch. an Ordination, P. . 4. c. +7.» 
et that was only when they began more openly to encroach upon the Li-Ibid. s. 
berties of other Churches. But, as the ſame learned Author goes on, thoſe, * * | 
Provinces which lay out of 7taly, did undoubtedly ordain their own Metroy »  - 
ef wr without the Authority d Conſent of the Biſhop of Rome, which 0 
there largely proves of the African, Spaniſh, and French Churches. ' It Spas, 

follows then from the Seope of the Nicene Canon, and the Practice of the | 
thurch, that the Biſhop of Rome had a limited Juriſdiction, as the'Biſhop | YG 
Alexandria, and Antioch, and other Primates had. J. ts 

2. That what Churches did enjoy Privileges before, had them confirmed by « Y. 6. 
this Canon, ,ag not to be altered. For it makes Proviſion againft any ſuch _ 
Alteration, by ,ordaining that the ancient Cuſtoms ſhould be in force 


ſill. © And accordingly we find it decreed in the [ſecond Canon of the, Con: 
Rant inopolitan Council, That the ſame Limits of Disceſes ſhould be obſerved, . * 
which were decreed in the Council of Nice; and that none ſhould intrude to 4 , ; 
do any thing in the Oioceſes of others. And by the earneſt and vehement 8 


Epiſtles of Pope Leo to Anatolius, we ſee the main thing he had to plead *% © 

againſt the Advancement of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople was, that by this | 

means the moſt ſacred Decrees of the Council of Nice would be violated. M ö 
kethen, that thoſe Privileges which belonged to Churches then, ought El 9 
ſtillto be inviolably obſerved ; ſo that thoſe Churches which then had Pri- 

mates and Metropolitans of their own, might plead their own right by Vir- . 
tue of the Nicene Cauon. So we find it decreed in that Council of Epheſus * 
in the famous caſe of the Cyprian Biſpops; for their Metropolitan being 
dead ( Troilus the Biſhop of Conſtance) the Biſhop of Antioch pretended that 
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tit belonged to him to ordain their Metropolitan, becapſe Cyprus was within 
Cocil. heſ the civif Juriſdiction of the Dibceſe ot Antioch; upon this the Cyprian 
74% 7. s. B;;hops make their Complaint to the General Council at Epheſus, and ground 
3 it upon that ancient Cuſtom which the Nicene Canon inſiſts on, vx. that 
their Metrobblitan had been exempt from the Juriſdiction of the Bitbop of 
» Antioch,and was ordained by a Synod of Cyprian Bishops, which Privi ege 
was not only confirmed to them by the Ephefine Council, but a general 
Decree paſſed, Ihat the Rights of every Province should be preſerved whole and 
a a , #nviolate, which it had of old according to ancient Cu. 
EAE. wier 77 4% % str H/, gu- ſtom. Which was not a Decree made meerly in Fa- 
„ Hip, ee ee eee vour of the Cyprian Bishops, but a common aſſerti 
JaBαάE⁰ Te dury ve dVnoia tf a 
1e rok nam! 7 nahe, xegrioxy the Rights of Metropolitans, that they ſhould be held 
SS, Concil, Ephe[- Can. 8. Kom. inviolate. Now therefore it appears, that, all the 
2. echell. Part, 2 Ack. 5. p. 46 » Churches then were far from being under one of the 
K Nn three Patriarchs of Rome, Antioch, or Alexandria or, 
not only the three Dioceſes of t ontas, Aſia, and Thracia, were exp 4 
" though afterwards they voluntarily ſubmitted to the Patriarch of Conſtan. 
* 1 debe cory likewiſe all thoſe Churches which were in diſtinct Dioceſes from 
theſe, had Primates of their own, who were independent upon any other. 
Upon which account it hath not only been juſtly pleaded in behalf of the 
Blritannict. Churches, that Bey f from the] eg * the Ro- 
1 ken brir anni eaviſe ef olim pri. man Bishop; but it is ingenuouſly confeſſed by py. 
el Tali, ee, th ther Barns, 7 hat 1 „r 77 — lead 
bus ſabderetur. Hoc autem Privitegium a the Cyprian Privilege, that it was ſubjett to no Patri. 
3 u 7 2 bw & arch. l Ang, although this Privilege was taken away by 
regni conſenſu * repetitum, : 52 4b eo Force and I umult, yet being reftored by the conſent of the 
— pacifi * 7 2 — ane Kingdom,” in Henry 8. time, and quietly enjoyed ice, it 
|  Catheliciſmi, & abſq; Schiſmatis ullius ought to be retained for Peace ſake, without prejudice of 
| ans 2 2 Pact Catholiciſm, and the Brand of Schiſm. If ſo, certainly 
** it can be no Schiſm, to withdraw from the uſurped Au- 
chority of the Roman Church. But theſe Things have been more largely in- 
ſiſted on by others, and therefore I paſs them over. ESR 
3. From thence it follows, that there was then an Equality, not only 
among the Patriarchs (whoſe Name came not up till ſome time after the 
Councilof Nice) but among the ſeveral Primates of Dioceſes, all enjoyi 
equal Power and Authority over their reſpective Dioceſes, without Subordi- 
nation to each other. But here it is vehemently, pleaded by ſome, who 
yet are no Friends to the unlimited Power of the Roman Bishop, That it is 
hardly conceivable, that he should have no ot her Power in the Church, but meer- 
ly as Head of the Roman Dioceſe, and that it appears by the Acts of the Church 
be had as regular Preheminence above others in ordering the Affairs of the 
_ Church. To whichTanſwer, 1. If this be granted, it is nothing at all to 
that Univerſal Paſtorship over the Church, which our Adverſaries contend 
for, as due by Divine Right, and acknowledged to be ſo by conſent of the Church 
Let the Bishop of Rome then quit his former Plea, and inſiſt only on this, and 
we ſhall ſpeedily rerurn an Anſwer, and ſhew, How far this Canonical Pri- 
macy did extend. But, as long as he challengeth a Supremacy upon other 
Grounds, he forfe its this Right, whatever it is, which comes by the Canons of 
the Church. 2. What meerly comes by the Canons of the Church, cannot 
bind the Church to an abſolute Submiſſion, in caſe that Authority be abuſed 
to the Churches apparent Prejudice. For the Church can never give away 
her Power to ſecure her ſelf againſt whatever Incroachments tend to the 
Injury of it. This Power then may be reſcinded by the Parts of the om 
* - * when 
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when it tends to the Miſchief of it. 3. This Canonical Prebemiuence is not 
che main thing we diſpute with the Church of Rome; let her reform her ſelf 
from all thoſe Errors and Corruptions which are in her Communion, and 
reduce the Church to the Primitive Purity and Simplicity of Faith and Wor- 
ſhip, and then ſee if we will quarrel with the Primacy of the Bishop of Rome, 


Cha p. V. 
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according to the Canons, ot any regular Preheminence in him meerly in or- 
der to the Churches Peace and Unity. But this is not the Caſe between us 
and them, they challenge an unlimited Power, and that by Divine Right, 
and nothing elſe will ſatisfie them but this, although there be neither any 
ground in Scripture for it, nor any Evidence of it in the Pracłice of the Au- 


cient Church. 


But however, we muſt ſee, what you produce for it: Firſt, you ſay, 


I thall return the full and ſatisfactory Anſwer of the 
late renowned Archbishop of Paris, Petrus de Marca, 
where he propounds this as an ObjeAion out of Bato- 
nius, and thus ſolves it; That the Confirmation of Patri- 
archs by the Bishop of Rome, was no token of Juriſdiction, 
but only of receiving into Communion, and a Teſtimony of 
his Conſent to the Conſecration already performed.And this 
was no more than was done by other Bishops in refe- 
rence to the Bishop of Rome himſelf; for S. Cyprian 
writing to Antonianus about the Election of Cornelius 
faith, That he was not only choſen by the Suffrage of the 
People, and Teſtimony of the Clergy ; but that his Ele- 


The Pipes Confirmation was required to all new elected Patriarchs. To that 


Quod ad Patriarchas attinet, reſponderi 
poteſt, Confirmationem illam non eſſe 
gnam furiſdictionis, ſed tantum ſuſ- 
ceprionis in communionem, 05 teſtimo- 
nium quo conſtabat, ſummum Pontificem 
conſentire conſtcrationi jam peractæ. Pe- 
trus de Marca de Concord. c. Sacer- 
dot. & Imper. I. 6. c. 5. ſect. 2. 


Faclus eſt autem Cornelius Epiſcopus ds 
Dei & Chriſti ejus judicio, de Clericorum 
pene omnium reſti monio, de plebis que 
tune affuit ſuffragio, & de Sacerdotum 
antiquorum & bonorum virorum Collegio 


; | Cum Fabiani | b 
Aion was confirmed by all their Conſent. May not you ae & Tet 4 = 
then as well ſay, That the Bishop of Carthage had Pow- ftrum conſentione Firmato. Cyprian. 

of er oyer the Bishop of Rome, becauſe his Ordination was ep. 32. P. 75. ed. Rigalt. 
ly confirmed by him, and other African Bishops. But any Quippe uſu receptum erat per illas temipes 
u- one who had underſtood better than you ſeem to do, ates, ut Patriarche, & ipſe etiam Ro- 
n- the Proceedings of the Church in thoſe Ages, would ne- 774745 Pontifex recens elettus, literas de 
as 4s thi A F rhe Pose, Auch ſud ordinatione mitterent; quibus adde- 
Ip ver have made this an Argument of the Pope's Aurho- ur prafeſie fide? in Synodicis corum 
'y rity over other Patriarchs, ſince, as the ſame Petrus de Epiſtolis conſeripta. Petrus de Marca. ib 


T_T 


Marc# obſerves, It was the Cuſtom in thoſe Times, that not 


only the Patriarhs but the Roman Bishop himſelf upon their Election, were wont 


the 


di- to ſend abroad Letters.teſtifying their Ordination, to which was added a Profeſſion 
ho of Faith contained in their Synodical Epiſtles. Upon the receipt of which, Com- 
16 municatory Letters were ſent to the Perſon newly ordained, to teſtifie their 
ere Communion with him, in caſe there were no juſt Impediment produced, So that 
ch this was only a matter of Fraternal Communion, and importing nothing at all 
the of Juriſdiclion; bur the Bishops of Rome, who were ready to make uſe of all 
to Occaſions to advance their own Grandeur, did in time make uſe of this for 
end quite other Ends, than it was primarily intended; for, in caſe of any Suſpi- 
rch cions and Jcalouſics of any thing that might tend to the diſ-ſervice of their 
and Se, they would then deny their Communicatory Letters, as Simplicius did in 
N a the caſe of the Patriarch of Alexandria. And in that Confirmation of Aua- 
6 ; , ; 
oof MW tin era offctencaccount ofic,oieto manifebther v, Kanter hg fer er. 
; a ah petit us Communionis integritas, in qua ſocie- 
not there was but one entire Communion among them throughout tatem tuæ dilectionis amplectimur, & 
uſed the World. So that if the Pope's own Judgment may be geftorum r neceſſa- 
way taken. this Confirmation of new elected Parriarchs im- M ſubſcriptionibus approba- | 
the : G Aged f . n. Leo i. ep. 38. | 
ported nothing of Juriſdliction But, incaſe rhe Popes did 7 | 
cha eny their Communicatory Letters, that did not preſently hinder them from | 
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the Execution of their Office; as appears by the Inſtance of Hlavianus, the 


| Patriarchof Antioch : for although three Roman Biſhops ſucceſſwely oppo. 


Theodoret. 
. 9.0. 23: 


0. 8, 
P. 184. 


ſed him, Damaſus, Syricius, and Anaſtaſius, and uſed great Importunity with 
the Emperor, that he might not continue in his Place, vet becauſe the 
Churches of the Orient, Aſia, Pontus, and Thracia, did approve of him, 
and communicate with him, he oppoſed their conſent againſt the Biſtops of 
Rome. Upon which, and the Emperor's ſevere checking them for their 
Pride and Contention, they ar laſt promiſed the Emperor, that they would 
lay aſide their Enmity, and acknowledge him. So thar, notwithſtanding 
whatever the Roman Biſhops could do againſt him, he was acknowledged 
for a true Patriarch, and ar laſt their Conſent was given only by renewing 
Communion with him; which certainly is far from being an Inſtance of the 
Pope's Power over che other Patriarchs. 

Whereby we alſo ſee, What little Power he had in depoſing them; al- 
though you tell us, That it belonzed likewiſe to hinfto depoſe unworthy ones, 
and reſtore the unjuſtly depoſed by others. But, that the Powerof depoſing Bi. 
shops was anciently in Provincial Councils,appears ſufficiently by the fifth Ca- 
non of the Nicene Council, and by the Practice of the Church, both before 
and afterit; and it is acknowledged by Petrus de Marci,that the ſole Power 


of depoſing Bishops, was not in the Hands of the Bishop of Rome, till about 


De Concord. 
I. 7. c. i. ſect. G. 


eight hundred Vears ſince; and refutes the Cardinal Perron for ſaying other- 
wiſe; and afterwards largely proves, that the Supreme Authority of depoſing 
Bishops, was ſtill in Provincial Council, and that the Pope had nothing to do 
in it, till the Decree of the SardicandSynod, in the caſe of Athanaſius; which yet, 
he ſaith, did not (as is commonly ſaid) decree Appeals to be made to Rome, 
but only gave the Bi chop of Rome Power to Review their Actions, but ſtill re- 


ſerving to Provincial Councils that Authority which the Nicene Council had eſta- 


bliſhed them in. All the Power which he then had, was only this, that he might 
decree that the Matters might be handled over again, but not that he had the 
Power himſelf of depoſing or reſtoring Bishops: Which is proved with that 


Clearneſs and Evidence by that excellent Author, that I ſhall refer you to him 


Aut nunquam amm ino, aut certe viæ, ho- 
rum aliquis fine conſenſu Romani Ponti- 
ficts reperitur 


for it; and conſider the Inſtances produced by you to the contrary. We read 
(ſay you) of no leſs than eight ſeveral Patriarchs of Conſtantinople depoſed by 
the Bishop of Rome. Surely,if you had read this your ſelf, you would have 
quoted the place, with more Care and Accuracy than you do; for you give us 
only a blind Citation of an Epiſtle of Pope Nicolaus.to the Emperor Michael, 
neither citing the Words, nor telling us which it is, when there are {everal, 
and thoſe no very ſhort ones neither. But however, it is well choſen, to have 
a Pope's Teſtimony in his own Cauſe, and that ſuch a Pope who was then in 
Conteſt with the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and that too ſo long after the 
Encroachments of the Bishops of Rome, it being in the ninth Century; and 
yet for all this, this Pope doth not ſay thoſe Words which you would faſten 
upon him; that which he faith, is, That none of the 
Bishops of Conſtantinople, or ſcarce any of them, were 
eiettus. Nicol. 1. epiſt. 8. ej ected without the conſent of the Bis hop of Rome. And 


Michael. Imp. Tom. 6. Concil. p.506. then inſtanceth in Maximus, Neſtorius, Acacius, An- 


thimus, Sergius, Pyrrhus, Paulus, Petrus; but his de- 
ſign in this, is only to ſhew that Ignatius the Patriarch ought not to have 
cen depoſed without his Conſent. But what is all this to the Pope's ſole 
Power of depofing > When even at that time the Pope did not challenge it: 


But, ſuppoſing the Popes had done it before, it doth not follow that it was in 


their Power to do it, and that the Canons had given them right to do it, but 


leaſt of all certainly, that they had a Divine Right for it, which never * 
the 
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the leaſt acknowledged by the Church as to a Depoſition of PatFiarchs,which 
you contend for. But befides this, you ſay, Sixtus the Third depoſed Boly- 
chrofifus Biſhop of Hieruſalem. Whereas Sixtus only*ſent eight Perſons 
from a Synod at Rome to Hieruſalem, who when they came there, did not 
offer to depoſe Polychronius by virtue of the Pope's Power; but a Synod of 


ſeventy or more neighbour Filbops were calld, by whom he was depoſed; 


and yet after all this, Binius himſelf condemns thoſe As which report this mw. 2. Conct!. 
Story, for ſpurious ; there being a manifeſt Repugnancy in the Time, of?- 665. 


them, and no ſuch Perſon as Polychronius ever mentioned by the Fcelefraſtis 


cal Hiſtorians of that Time, and other fabulous Narrations inſerted in them. 
Yer theſe are your goodly Proofs of the Pope's Power to depoſe Patriarchs ® 
But we mult ſee whether you have any better Succeſs in proving his 


Power to reſtore ſuch as were depoſed ; for which you only inſtance in 


Athanaſius and Paulus reſtored by Julius; whoſe Cale muſt be further exa- ® 


mined, which, in ſhort, is this: At hanaſius being condemned by the Synods of 
Tyre and Antioch,gocs to Rome, where he and Paulus are received into Com- 
munion by Jalius, who would nor accept of the Decree of the Eaſtern Bi- 


ſhops which was ſent after him to Rome. For Pope Julius did not formally 


er to reſtore — to his Church, but only owned and received him 
into Communion as Biſhop of Alexandria, and that becauſe he looked on the 
proceedings as unjuſt in his Condemnation. - And all that Julius himfelf 


pleads for, is, not a Power to depoſe or reſtore Patriarchs himſelf, but only L. 7:64. fe8 6. 


that ſuch Things ought not to have been done without communicatingthoſe 
Proceedings to him, which the CUnzry of the Church might require. And 
therefore Petrus de Marca faith, that Baronius, Bellarmine, and Perron are all 


ſtrangely out in this Story, when they would infer, That the Cauſes of the 


Eaftern Biſhops upon Appeal were to be judged by the Biſhop of Rome - 
whereas all that Julius pleads for, is, that ſuch Things ſhould not be done 
by the Eaftern Biſhops alone, which concerned the Depoſition of ſo great a 
Perſon in the Church as the Patriarch of Alexandria, but that there ought 


to be a Council both of the Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops ; on which Account 
afterwards the Sardican Synod was called. But when we conſider with 
what Heat and Stomach, this was received by the 22 Biſhops, how 
they abſolutely deny that the Weſter» Biſhops had any more to do 


with their Proceedings, than they had with rheirs ; when they ſay, that 
the Pope by this Ulurpation, was the Cauſe of all the Miſchief that fol- 
lowed, we ſee what an excellent Inſtance you have made choice of, to 


prove the Pope's Power of reſtoring Biſhops by Divine Right, and that this 
was acknowledged by the whole Church. my 


The next Thing to be conſidered, is that Speech of St. Auguſtine, That in 0. 9. 


the Church of Rome there did always flouriſh the Prin- 


cipality of an Apoſtolick Chair. As to which his Lord- e Peta. 


ſhip faith, That neither was the word Principatus ſo 


dre viguit Principatus. S. Aug. Epiſt. 162. 


great, nor the Biſhops of thoſe times ſo little, as that Principes and Principatus P. 2608 


are not commonly given them both by the Greek and Latin Fathers of this 


great and learnedſt Age of the Church, made up of the fourth and fifth hundred 
years,. always underſtanding Principatus of their ſpiritual Power, and within 
the Limits of their ſeveral Furiſdiftions, which perhaps now and then they did 


occafronally exceed. And there is not one Word in St. Auguſtine, that this 
Principality of the Apoſtolic Chair in the Church of Rome was then, or o bt 
to be now exerciſed over the whole Church of Chriſt, as Bellarmine fte Ter 


there, and as A. C. would have it here. To all this you ſay nothing to Pur- 


pole ; but only tell us, That the Biſhop by i WY way to ſome other pretty P. 184. 
. D 


Perverfrons 
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4 28 En cas you 7 them) of the ſame Father: For we muſt know, lay Fs 

vou, that he is grins upon that main Queſl ion concerning the Donatiſts of . : 

Aﬀi®;-and he is fa indeed, and that not only for clearing the meaffing of by 

4 St. Auzultine inthe preſent Epiſtle, but of the whole Controverſie, to which C; 

 agrear Light will be given by a true account of thoſe Proceedings. Thus F 

then his Lordſhip goes on. And to prove that St. Auguſtine did not intend 2 

P. 169. by Principarus here to give the Roman Biſhop any Power out of his own Limit; = 

(which God knows were far ſhort of the whole Church) I ſhall make it moſt mani- b 

| a feſt out of the ſame Epiſtle. For afterwards (ſaith St. Auguiine when the 40 

ö Pertinacy of the Donatiſts could not be reſtrained by the Af ican Biſhops, on- | | 
ly they gave themleave to be heard by foreign Biſhops. And after that he hath ö 

4 „ theſe Words : And yet peradventurMelchiades the Biſhop A 

nee e, t Mlle Roman Oburch, with bis Colleagues the ag., */ 

| Ep. 163. 5 rine Biſbops, non debuit, ought not to uſurp to himſelf this 1 

| = 3 re N _ — Judgment which was determined by Seventy African Bi- - 

| Enifcepts lad fb; uſurpare judicium quod ſhops; Tigiſitanus, fitting Primate. And what will you 55 

ab = 2 oy frye oy ſay if he did not uſurp this Power 8 For the Emperor be. i | 

0 ſs, Pos ot v5 ing defired ſent BiſhapsFudges, which ſhould fit with him, LD 

ror, Judicet miſit Epiſcepor, qui cum e, ſc. and determine what was juſt upon the wholeCauſe.In which | 

2 (4 7 he oh oy : * juftum Paſſage, ſaith his Lordſt ip, bert Me very many things ob. cs 

ry „ ſervalle. As firſt, That the Roman Prelate came not in f 

till there was leave for them to go to Tranſmarine Biſhops. Secondly, That : 

if the Pope had come in without this Leave, it had been an Uſurpation. Third. : 

ly, That when he did thus come in, not by his own Authority, 2 by Leave, : 

there were other Biſhops made Judges with him. Fourthly, That theſe other Bi- P 

ſhops were appointed and ſent by the Emperorund his Power; that which th: : 

Pope leaſt of all will endure. Laſtly, Left the Pope and his Adberents ſhould ſay, ; 

this was an Uſurpation in the Emperor, St. Auſtin tells us a little before in ; 

#4 cuins curam, de qu# ratienem Des red. the ſame Epiſtle ſtill, that this doth chiefly belong ad cu- : 

* urus gt, res illa maxim pertinebats ram ejus, fo 1 he Emperor's Care and Clone: and that : J 


Id. ib. he is to give an account to God for it. And Melchiades 


t 
did fit andjudge the Buſineſs with all Chriſtian Prudence and Moderation. So / 
at this Time the Roman Prelate was not received as Paſtor of the whole Church, 
ſay A. C. what he pleaſe ; nor had he Supremacy over the other Patriarchs. In 
order to the better ſhaping your Anſwer to this Diſcourſe, you pretend | 
ro give us a true Narrative of the Donatiſts Proceedings, by the ſame Fi- 
gure that Lucian's Book is inſcribed He vera hiſtoria. There are ſeveral 
Things therefore to be taken notice of in your Narrative, before we come 
to your particular Anſwers, whoſe ſtrength depends upon the Matters of 
Fatt. | * 

Firſt, You give no ſatisfactory Account at all, Why, if the Pope's Uni- 
verſal Paſtorſhip had been then owned, the firſt Appeal on both Sides was 
not made to the Biſhop of Rome, for in ſo great a Schiſm as that was be- 
tween the different Parties of Cæcilian and Majorinus, To whom ſhould 
they have directly gone but to Melchiades then Biſhop of Rome? How 
comes it to paſs that there is no mention at all of his Judgment by either 
Party, till Conſtantine had appointed him to be one of the Judges? St. Au- 
ſein indeed pleads in behalf of Cæcilian, why he would not be judged by 
the African Synod of LA. Biſhops, that there were thouſands of his Colleagues 
on the other fide the Sea, whom he might be tryed by. But why not by the 
Arg, © 168. Bifhop of Rome alone, if the Univerſal Paſtorſkip did belong to him ? 
Bar your Narrative gives us a rare Account, why the Donatiſts did not go 

to the Pope before they went to the Emperor, viz. That they durſt not N 
| there, 


rn 


- Ne 


6 


you prove they durſt not appear there before, when we ſee they went readily 
thither after the Emperor had appointed Rome for the Place, where their 
Cauſe was to be heard; if they thought it were to ſo little purpoſe 2 For we 
ſee the Donati/ts never except againſt the Place at all, or the Perſon of the Bi- 
ſbop of Nome; but upon the Command of Conſtantine made known to them 
by Anulinus the P roconſul of Africa, ten of their Party go to Rome to nego- 
tiate their Allairs before the Delegates. This is but therefore a very lame 
Account, why the ft Appeal ſhould be to the Emperor and not to the Pope, 
if he had been then known to be the Univerſal Paſtor of the Church. Bur lay 
you further, Ihe Emperor diſliked their Proceedings, and told them expreſly, 
That it belonged not to him, neither durſt he act the part of a Judge in a cauſe of 
Biſhops. But on what grounds he durſt not do it, we may eaſily judge by his 
undertaking it at laſt, and paſling-a final Judgment in this Cauſe himſelf af- 


ter the Councils at Rome, at Arles, could not put an end to it. If Conſtantine 


had judged it ar/awful, could their Importunity have excuſed it? and could 
it be any other than «nlawful if the Pope were the Univerſal Paſtor of the 
Church? Do you think it would be accounted a ſufficient Plea among you 
now, for any Prince to aſſume to himſelf the Judgment of any Cauſe al- 
ready determined by the Pope, becauſe of the Importunity of the Perſons con- 
cerned in it? Indeed Conſtantine did at firſt prudently wave the Buſineſs 
himſelf, and that I ſuppoſe the rather, becauſe the Donatiſts in their Petiti- 
on had intreated, that ſome of the Biſhops of Gaul might umpire the Buſi- 


neſs ; either becauſe that was then the Place of the Emperor's Reſidence, or 


elſe that Gaul under Con/tantins had eſcaped the late Perſecution, and 
therefore were not liable to the Suſpicion of thoſe Crimes whereof Cæcilian 
and Felix of Aptung were accuſed, But however, though Conſtantine did 
not fit as Jude himſelf, he appointed Marinus, Rheticius, and Maternus, to 
join with Melchiades the B ſbop of Rome in the determining this Caſe. But 
this he did, you ſay, to comply with the Donatiſts. What, to join other Bi- 
ſhops with the Head of the Church in equal Power for deciding Contro- 
ve :fics 2 and all this meerly to comply with the Schiſmatical Donatiſts 2 
Was this, think you, becoming one who believed the Pope's Univerſal Pa- 
ſtourſhip by Divine Right? Well fare then the Anſwer of others who love to 
ipeak plain Truths, and impure all theſe Proceedings to Conſtantine's Igno- 
rance of his Duty, being yet but a Catechumen in Chriſtian Religion, and 
therefore did, he knew not what: But methinks the Univerſal Paſtor, or 
ſome af thoſe nineteen Biſhops who fat at Rome in this Buſineſs, or of thoſe 
two hundred who you lay met afterwards at Arles about ir, ſhould have 
a little better inſtructed him in his Duty; and not let him go ſo far on in 
it, as from delegating Judges to hear it, and among them the Head of the 
Church, to reſume it afterwards himſelf both to hear and determine it. J 

the Emperor had as you ſay) proteſted againſt this as in it ſelf.unlawful, 
would none of the Biſhops hinder him from doing it? But where doth 
Conſtantine profeſs againſt it as in it ſelf unlawful 2 if ſo, no Cireumſtances, 
no Importunities could ever make it lawful : Unleſs you think the 
Importunity of Joſeph's Miſtreſs would have made Adultery no Sin in him. 
If Conſtantzne ſaid he would ask the Biſhop's Patdon in it, that might be, 


as looking on them as the more competent Judges, but not thinking it an- 


lawful in it ſelf for him to do, as you ſay. 

Well, but you tell us, It was rather the Fuſtice and Moderation of the Ro- 
man Prelate, that he came not in before it was due Time, and the matter order- 
ly brought before him. I am very much of _ 1 in this, and if all 7 

D 2 nce 


there, or elſe knew it would be to little purpoſe. But by what Arguments do 


P. 180. 


d. 10. 
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ſince Melc hiades had uſed e ſame Juſtjce and Moderation, to have ſtaid til) 
Things had been orderly brought to them, and not uſurped upon the Pri- 
vileges of other Churches, Things had been in a far better Condition in the 
Chriſtian World than they are. Had there been none but ſuch as Mel. 
chiades, who ſhewed ſo much Chriſtian Prudence and Moderation in the 
Management of this Buſineſs, that great Schiſm, which your Church hath 
cauſed by her arrogant Pretences, might have been prevented. Bur how 
come you to know, that this Caſe did properly belong to the Fope's Cogni. 
zance? Who told you this? to be ſure not the kmperor Conſtantine, who in 
his Epiſtle to Miltiades, extant in Euſebius, intimaces no ſuch thing; but on- 
ly writes to him as one delegated to hear that Cauſe with the other Biſhops, 
and gives him Iuſtructions in order to it. Do the Donatiſts or theit Adver- 
ſaries mention any ſuch thing 2 Doth the Pope himſelf ever expreis or in. 
timate it? It ſeems, he wanted your Information much at that time. Or it 
may be, like the lare Pope Innocent in the caſe of the five Propoſi tions, he 
might ſay, Je was bred no Divine, and thetefore might the leis underſtand 
his Duty. But can it poſlibly entet into your Head, That this Caſe came to 
the Pope at laſt by way of regular _— as you ſeem to aſſert afterwards} 
Is this the way of Appeals to go to the Emperor and Petition him to appoint 
Judges to hear the Cate? If the caſe of Appeals muſt be determined from 
theſe Proceedings, to be ſure, the Ia Reſort will be to the Emperor him. 
ſelf, as well as the firſt Appeal. 5 
Whether the African Biſhop gave leave to the Donatiſts to be heard by fe- 
reign Biſhops, or they took it themſelves, is not much material, becauſe the 
Schiſm was ſo great at Home, that there was no likelihood of any ending the 
Controverſie by ſtanding to a fair Arbitration among themſelves. And there- 
fore there ſeemed a Neceſſity on both Sides of referring the Buſineſs. to ſome 
unconcerned Perſons, who might hear the A//egations, and judge indifferent- 
ly between them. And no other way did the nineteen Biſhops at Rome pro- 
ceed with them, but as indifferent Arbitrators ; and therefore the Witneſſes 
and Allegations on both Sides were bronght before them ; but we read of no 
Power at all challenged abſolutely to bind the Perſons to the Judgment of 


the Church of Rome, as the final Judgment in the caſe. The Queſtion, 


P 187. 


Whether the Pope had uſurped this Power or no, depends not upon the Dona- 
tifts Queſtion, Whether Melchiades ought to have undertaken the Judgment of 
that Cauſe which had been already determined by a Synod of L.X X.Biſhops in A- 
frick ? But upon St. Auguſtin's Anſwer, who juſtifies the lawfulnels of his do- 
ing it, becauſe he was thereto appointed by the Emperor. But when you 
ſay, St. Auſtin gives this Anſwer only per Sn,,j by way of Condeſcenſion to 
his Adverſaries way of ſpeaking : you would do well to prove elſewhere from 
St. Auſtin, that when he lays aſide his Rhetorick, he ever ſpeaks otherwiſe, 
but chat it would have been an Uſurpation in the Pope to challenge to him- 
ſelf the hearing of thoſe Cauſes which had been determined by African Bi: 
fhopgs. But what St. Auguſtine's Judgment, as well as the other African Fa- 
thers was in this Poinc, abundantly appears from the Conttoverſies be- 
tween them and the Biſhop of Rome in the caſe of Appeals. Ir ſufficiently 
appears already, That neither our Saviour, nor the Canons of the Univerſal 
Church, gave the Pope leave to hear and judge the Canſes of St Athanaſius 
and other Patriarchs and Biſhops of the Church; and therefore you were put 
to your Shifts when you run thither for Security. But that which follows is 


notoriouſly falſe, That when he did ſo interpoſe, no Man (no not the Perſons 


theniſelves who were intereſted and ſuffered by his Judgment) complained or ac. 
cuſed him of Uſurpation ; when in the caſe of Athanaſius it is ſo vehemently 


pleaded 
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pleaded by tbe Eaſtern Biſpopt that the Pope had nothing at all to do in it; 
but they might as well call in Queſtion what was done at Rome, as he what 
was done at Antioch. Nay, name us any one Cauſe in that Age of the Church, 
where the Pope did offer to meddle ih Matters detetmined by other Biſhops, 
which he was nor oppoſed in, and the Perſons concern d did not complain 


# © 


and accuſe him of meddling with what he had no Right to, which ate but 
other Words for Uſurpation. | 3 1 1 1 
You lay, The Biſhops whoni the Emperor ſent as Judges with the Pope,were 
an inconfiderable Number to ſway the Sentence. It ſeems three to one are witli 
ou an inconſiderable Number. But ſay you, The Pope to ſhew his Authority 
added fifteen other Biſhops of Italy to be his Colleagues and Aſſiſtants in the Ba. 
fineſs. Either theſe fiſteen Biſhops were properly Judges in the Cauſe, or only 
Aſſiſtants for better Management and ſpeediet Diſpatch; if they were Judges, 
how prove you that Conſtant ine did not appoint them? if they were only 
Aſſiſtants and Suffragans to the Biſhop of Rome, as is moſt ee (ex- 
cept Merocles Biſhop of Milan) what Authority did the Pope ſhew in calling 
his Suffrazans to his Aſſiſtance in a matter of that Nature, which required {6 
much Examination of Witneſſes 2 But the Pope had more effectually ſhewn 
his Authority, if he hiad refuſed the Biſhops whom Conſtantine ſent; atid told 
him he meddled with that which did not concern him, to appoint any 
ud cs at all in a matter of Eccleſiaſtical Chgnizance,and rhar it was an inſuffe. 
rable Preſumption in him to offer to ſend three underling Biſhops to ſir with 
him in deciding Controverſies ; as though he were not the Univerſal Pa- 
for of the Church himſelf, to whom alone by Divine Right all ſuch thingsdid 
belong. Such Language as this would have become the Head of the Church; 
and in that indeed he had ſhewn his Authority. But for him ſneakingly 
to admit other Biſhops as Foint Commiſſioners, forſoorh, with him; and that 
by the Emperor's Appointment too; What did he elſe but betray the Rights 
of his See, and expoſe his Infallible Headſhip to great Contempt? Do you 
think that Pope Hildebrand, or any of his Succeſſors would have done this? 
No, they underſtood their Power far better than ſd; and ee Emperor 
ſhould have known his own, for offering ſuch an Affront to his Holineſs. 
And if his Bay leaves did not ſecure him, the Thunderbolts of Excommu- 
nication might have lighted on him to his Prejudice. For Shame then ne- 
ver ſ2y,That Pope Miltiades ſhewed his Authority; but rather give him ovet 
among thoſe good Biſhops of Rome, bur bad Popes, who knew better how 
to ſuſter Martyrdoin, than aſſert the Authority of the Roman See. I pray 
imagine but Paul 5. or any other of our ſtout-ſpirired Popes in Mzltzades 
his Place, Would they have taken ſuch Things at Conſtantine's Hands as 
poor Miltiades did? atid, for all that we ſee, was very well contented 
too; and thought he did bur his Duty in doing what the Emperor bid 
him. Would they have been contented to have had a Cauſe once paſſed 
the Infallable Judgment of the Roman See, to be reſumed again, and 
handled in another Council, as though there could be any Suſpicion that 
all Things were not rightly carried there? And that after all this too, the 
Emperor ſhould undertake to give the final Deciſion to it? Would theſe 
Things have been born with by any of our Infallible Heads of the Church ? 
But good Miltiades muſt be excuſed, he went as far as his Knowledge Car- 
tied him, and thought he might do good Service to the Church in what he 
did; and that was it he looked at more than the Grandeur of his See. 
The good Biſhops then were juſt crept out of the Flames of r 
aud rhey thought it a great Matter chat · chey had Liberty rhemſclves, and 
dic not mucli concern themfelves about theſe Uſurpations ay j 
fiat 
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Pride and Faſe of the following Ages gave occaſion for. They were ſorry 
to ſee a Church that had ſurvived the cruel Flames of Uizeclefran's Perſe 
cution, ſo {uddenly to feel ze ones in her own Bowels ; that a Church 
whole Conſtitution was ſo ſtrong as to endure Martyrdoms, ſhould no 
{ooner be at eaſe bur ſhe begins to putrifie, and to be fly- blown with Hears 
and Diviſions among her Members; and that her own Children ſhould rake 
in thoſe Wounds, which the Violence of her profeſſed Enemies had cauſed in 
her; and therefore theſe good Biſbops uſed their Care and Induſtry to cloſe 
them up; and rather rczoyced they had io good an Emperor who would con- 
cern himſelf ſo much in healing the Church's Breaches, than diſpute his 
Authority or dilobey his Command. And if Conſtantine doth expreſs him- 
ſelf unwilling to engage himſelf to meddle in a Buſineſs concerning the Biſhops of 
the Church, it was out of his tender Reſpect to thole Biſhops who had mani- 
felted their Piety and Sincerity ſo much in their late perſecutions, and not 
from any Q-e/tion of his own Authority in it. For that he after ſufficiently 
aſſerted, not only in his own Actions, but when the Cafe of Felix of Ap- 
tung Was thought not ſufficiently ſcanned at Rome, in appointing (about 
four Months after the Judgment at Reme) Alianus the 
ul gut de Schiſmate Donati cap. 11. Proconſul of Africa to examine the Caſe of Felix the 
3 Biſhop of Aptung, who had ordained Cæcilian. To this 
ſalart jadicie ger: qua ved ipſe phi the Uotaniſts pleaded, That a Biſhop ought not to be tryed 
hoc comparaverit, ac won Impcrator ita by Proconſular Judgment: to which St. Auſtin Anſwers, 
ers joſſerit, ad enjur earom de 9:8 19" That it was not his own ſeeking, but the Emperor s ap- 
onem Deo redditarus efſet, res lila maxi- W e g g 
ine per:iachat, Auguſtin. ep. 162. pointing, to whoſe Care and Charge that Buſineſs did chiefly 
5 belong, of which he muſt give an Account to God. And can 
it now cnter into any Head but yours, that for all this the Emperor looked on 
the Judgment of this Cauſe as a Thing not belonging to his Authority? They 
who can believe ſuch Things as theſe, and notwithſtanding all the Circum- 
ſtances of this Story can think the Pope's Univerſal Paſtorſhip was then 
owned, the moſt I can ſay of them, is, that they are in a fair way to be- 
lieve Tranſalſtantiation; there being nothing ſo improbable, but upon 
equal Grounds they may judge it true. 
d. 12. That the Pope had no Supremacy over other Patriarchs, his Lordſhip faith, 
P. 150. That, were all other Records of Antiquity filent, the Civil Law is Proof enough ; 
And that's a Monument of the Primitive Church. The Text there is, A Patri- 
archi non datur appellatio. From a Patriarch there lies no Appeal. No ap. 
D peal, Therefore every Patriarch was alike Supreme in his own Patriarchate. 
e Therefore the Pope then had no Supremac he whole Church. Therefore 
Collar. g. tir, pe „ Had no Supremacy over the wHho 
15. 6.22, certainly not then received as Univerſal Faſtor. Two Things you anſwer to 


this. 1. That this reacheth not the Difference between Patriarchs themſelves, 


who muſt have ſome higher ordinary Tribunal, where ſuch Canſes may be heard 
P. 188 n. 4. and determined. Very well argued againſt the Fope's Power of Judging : 
For, in Caſe of a Difference between him and the other Patriarchs, who muſt 
decide the Diflerence ? Himſelf no doubt! Bur till, it is your way to 
beg thar you can never prove. - For you herein ſuppoſe the Pope to be above 
all Patriarchs, which you know is the Thing in diſpute. Or, Do you ſup- 
poſe it very poſſible, that other Patriarchs may quarrel and fall out among 
themſelves ; but that the Popes are always ſuch mild and good Men, that 
it is impoſtible any ſhould fall out with them, or they with others; that 
fill they muſt ſtand by as unconcerned in all the Quarrels of the Chriſtian 
World. and be ready to receive Complaints from all Places. If therefore a 
General Council muſt not be the Judge in this Caſe, I pray name ſomewhat 
elſe more agreeable to Reaſon, and the Practice of the Church. Bo; 20 
| anſwer, 


Africk determines. But tis even there acknowledged, that 
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anſwer. 2. What the Lawſaith, is rightly underſtood, and muſt be explicated 
of infer iour Clerks only, who were not (of ordinary courſe) to Shel further 
than the Patriarch, or the Primate of their Province. For ſo the Council of 
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0p had powe YT Concil. Afric. 


in their own Cauſes to appeal to Rome. This anſwer of Wo neceſſarily Can. 101. 
leads us tothe Debates of the great Caſe oF Appeals to Rome, aS it was ma- 1 


- pl 


naged between the African Biſhops, and the Biſhops of Rome, by which we © 


ſhall eaſily diſcover the weakneſs of your Anſwer, and the moſt palpable 


Fraud of your Citation; by which we may ſee, What an excellent cauſe you 


have to manage, Which cannot be defended but by ſuch Frauds as here you 


make uſe of, and hope to impoſe upon your Reader by. Your Anſwer there- 
fore in the general is, That the Laws concerning Appeals, did only concern inferi- 


our Clergy men; Fat that Biſhops were allowed to appeal to Rome, even by the © 


Council of Africk, which not only decreed it, but acknowledged # iñ an Epiſtle to 
Pope Boniface. And therefore for our through Underſtanding che Truch in 
this&gſc,thoſe Proceedings of the 4frican Church mult be briefly explained, 
and Truly repreſented. Two Occaſions the Churches of Africa hackto deter- 
mine in the Caſe of Appea/s to Rome; the firſt in the Milevitan, the ſecond in 
the Carthaginian Councils : In both which we have ſeveral Things very con- 
ſiderable to our Purpole. In the Milevitan Council they decree, That hoſoe- 


ver would appeal beyond the Sea, ſhould not be received into Communion by any in, 


Africa; which Decree is ſuppgled by ſome to be occaſioned by Celeſtius, ha- 
ving recourle to Pope Zoſimus, after he had been condemned in Africa. No 
doubt, thoſe prudent Biſhops began to be quickly ſenſible of the monſtrous 
Inconvenience which would ſpeedily follow upon the permiſſſon of ſuch Ap- 
peals to Rome; for by that means they ſhould never preſerve any Diſcipline 
in their Churches, but every Perſon, who, was called in Queſtion for any 
Crimes, would ſlight the Biſbops of thoſe Churches, and preſently appeal to 


Rome. To prevent which miſchief, they make that ex- 
cellent Canon, which allows only liberty of appealing to 
the Councils of Africa, or to the Primates of their Pro- 
vince, but abſolutely forbids all foreign Appeals. All 
the Difficulty is, Whether this Canon only concerned the 
Irferiour Clergy, as you ſay, (and which is all that the 
greateſt of your ſide have ſaid in it) or, whether it doth 


not tako away all Appeals of Bzſhops too. For which 


we need no more than produce the Canon it ſelf, as it 
is extant in 1 Collection of the Canons of 
the African Church. In which is an expreſs Clauſe, de- 


claring that the ſame thing had been often determined in 


Item placuit ut Presbyteri, diacons, vel 
caters inferior Elerici, in cauſis quas 
habuerint, ſi de judiciis epiſcoporum ſu- 
orum queſts fuerint, vicini epiſcopi, eos 
cum conſenſu epiſcops ſui audiant, & in- 
ter eos defin iant, adhibiti ab ers epiſcopi: 
quod fi © ab tis provocandum putave- 
rint, non ppovocent ad tranſmarina judi- 
cia; ſed ad primates ſuarum provincide 
rum, aut ad univerſale Concilium; Sicut 
de Epiſcopis ſæpe conſtitutum eſt, Ad 
tranſmarina autem qui putaverit appel- 
landuin, a nullo intra Africam ad Com- 
munionem ſuſcipiatur, Codex Canon. 
Eccleſ. African. Can. 28. | 


the Caſe of Biſhops. Which, becauſe it ſtrikes homegtherefore Perron and others 
have no other ſhift, but to ſay, Thar this Clauſe was not in the original 

' MilevitanCanons, but was inſerted afterwards. But why do not they, who . 
aſſert ſuch bold Things, produce the true authentick Copy of theſe Milevitan 
Canons > That we may fee, What is genuine, and what not: Bur, ſuppoſe 

we ſhould grant, thatrhis Clauſe was inſerted afterwards, it will be rather , 

for the Advantage, than Prejudice of our Cauſe. For which we muſt conſider, 
That in the time of Aurelius, Biſhop of Carthage, there had been very many 


Councils celebrated there: No fewer than ſeventeen Jaſtellus and others 
teckon. But a general Council meeting at Carthage, A. D. 419. (which was 
about three Years after that Milevitan Council, which was held 416. as ap- 
pears by the Anſwer of Iunocentius to it, A. D. 41 7.) at the end, of the firſt 


Seſſion they reviewed the Canons of thoſe leſſer Councils, arid out of them 


all compoſed that Codex Canonum Ecclefie Aſricane, as Juſtellus at large 
N proves 


4 
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proves in the Preface to his Edition of it. So that if this Clauſe were in- 
ſerted, it muſt be inſerted then, for it is well known, that the Caſe of Appeal; 
was then at large debated ; and by that means it received a more general 
Authcricy by paſſing in this African Council. And hence it was that this 
Canon palſed wih this Clauſe into the Greek Churches; for Balſamon and Zona. 
ras both acknowledge it; and not only they, but many ancient Latin Copies 
had it too, and is ſo received and pleaded by the Council of Rhemes ; as Hinc. 
marus, and others, have already proved. But Gratjan hath helped it well our, 
for he hath added a brave Antidote at the end of it, by putting to it a very 
uſeful Clauſe, Nifi forte Romanam Sedem appellaverit ; by, which the Canon 
makes excellent Senſe, that none ſhall appeal to Rome, unleſs they do appeal to 
Rome ; for none who have any underſtanding of the ſtate of thoſe Churches at 


that time, do make the leaſt Queſtion, but the intent of the Canon was to pro- 


hibit Appeals to Rome; but then, ſay they, They were only the Appeals of the 
Inferiour Clergy, whith were to be ended by the Biſhops of their own Province. 

But this Antwer is very unreaſonable on theſe Accounts. 1. If Appealggo of 
tight belong to the Biſhop of Rome, as Univerſal F aſtor of the Church, then hy 
not the Appeals of the Inferiour Clergy, as well as Biſhops 2 Indeed, if Appeals 
were challenged only by Virtue of the Canons, and thoſe Canons limit one, and 
not the other (as the moſt eager Pleaders for Appeals in that Age, pleaded 
only the Canons of the Church for them) then there might be ſome reaſon, 


Why one ſhould be reſtrained, and not the other; but if they belong to him 


De Concord. 
Sacerdot. & 
Imp. 1.7. c.13 
ſeg. 6, 7. 9. 
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by Divine Right, then all Appeals muſt neceſſarily belong to him. a. If Appeals 
belong to the Pope, as Univerſal Paſtor, then no Council or Perſons had any 
thing to do to — who ſhould appeal, and who not. For this were an 
uſurping of the Pope's Privilege, for he to whom only the rigbt of Appeals 
belongs, can determine, Who ſhould appeal, and who not; and where, and 
by whom thoſe Controverſies ſhould be ended. So that the very Act of the 
Council in offering to limit Appeals, implies, that they did not believe an 

ſuch Univerſal a egos, in the Pope; for, had they done ſo, they would have 
waited his Judgment, and not offered to have determined ſuch Things them- 
ſelves. 3. The Appeals of the upper and inferiour C/ergy, cannot be ſuppoſed 
to be ſeparate from each other. For the Appeal of a Fresbyter doth ſuppoſe 
the Impeachment of the Biſhop for ſome Wrong done to him, as in the Caſe 
of Apiarius, accuſing Urban the Biſhop of Sicca for excommunicating him. So 
that the Biſhop becomes a party in 2 ge of a Presbyter.And if Appeals be 
allowed to the Biſhop, it is ſuppoſed to be in his Favour, for clearing of his 
right the better; and if it be denied to the Presbyter, it would ſavour too 
much of Injuſtice and Partiality. 4. The reaſon of the Canogextends to one 
as well as the other, which muſt be ſuppoſed to prevent all thoſe Troubles 


and Inconyeniencies which would ariſe from the liberty of Appeals to Rome; 


and, would not theſe come as well by the Appeals of Biſhops, as of Inferiour 
Clergy? Nay, Doth not the Canon inſiſt on that, that no Appeals ſhould be 
made from the Council of Biſbops, or the Primates of Africa; but, in caſe of Bi- 
ſhops Appeals, this would be done as well as the other; and therefore they 
are equally againſt the Reaſon and Deſign of the Canon. 5. The Caſe of Presby- 
ters, may be as great and conſiderable as that of Biſhops, and as much requi- 
ring the Judgment of the Univerſal Paſtor of the Church. As, for Inſtance, 
that very Caſe which probably gave occaſion to the Milevitan Canon, viz. the 
going of Cæleſtius to Rome, being condemned of Hereſie in Africa: Now, 
What greater Cauſe could there be made an Appeal to Rome in, than in fo 
great a matter of Faith as that was, about the Neceſſity of Grace? And there- 
fore Petrus de Marci proves at large againſt Perron, that in the Epiſtle of 


Tunocent 
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Innocent to Victricius, Where it is ſaid, That the greater Cauſes muſt be refer- 

red to the Apoſtolick See, is.notto be underſtood only of the Cauſes of Biſhops, 

but may referr to the Canſes of Presbyters too, i. e. when they either con- 

cern Matter of Faith, or ſome doubtful Piece of Church Diſcipline. 6. The 

Pope, notwithſtanding this Cauon, looked on himſelf as no more hindred 

from receiving the Appeals of Presbyrers, than thoſe of Biſhops. If there- 

fore any Difference had been made by any Act of the Church, ſurely the 

Pope would have remanded Presbyters back to their own Provinces again; 

but, inſtead of that, we ſee, he received the Appeal of Apiarius. Bur, for 

chis, a rare Anſwet is given, viz. that though the Presbyters were forbidden to 

appeal, yet the Pope was not forbidden to receive them, if they did appeal. But, 

to what Purpoſe then were ſuch Prohibitions made, if the Pope might by 

his open Incouragement of them upon their Appeals to him, make them 

not value ſuch Canons at all; for they knew, if they could but get to Rome, 

they ſhould be received for all them. | ER | 
Notwithſtanding all which hath been ſaid, you tell us, 7hat in the Council g. 14. 

of Africk it was acknowledged,that Biſhops had power in their own Cauſe, to appeal 

to Rome; for which you cite in your Margent, part of an Epiſtle of the Coun- 

cil to Boniface. But, with what honeſty and Integrity you do this, will ap- 

pear by the Story. Apiarius then appealing to Zoſtmus, he ſends over Fauſſi- 

nus to Africa, to negotiate the Buſineſs of * and to reſtore Apiarius, 

for which he pleads the Nicene Canons (an Account of which will be given 

afterwards) he Fathers all proteſt they could find no ſuch thing there, but 

they agree to ſend Deputies into the Faſt, to fetch the true Canons thence 

(as hath been related already) in the mean time Zoſimus dies, and Boniface 

jucceeds him; but for the better Satisfaction of the Pope, the Council of Car- 

thage diſpatch away a Letter to Boniface, to give him an Account of their Pro- 

ceedings; in which Epiſtle (exrant in the African Code of Canons) after 

they have given an Account of the Buſineſs of Apiarius, they proceed to the 

Inſtructions which Fauſtinus brought with him to Africa, the chief of which 

is that concerning Appeals to be made to Rome, and then follow thoſe Words 


which you quote, in which they ſay, That in a Letter written the J ear before 


to Zoſimus, they had granted liberty to Biſhops, to appeal RG 5 
66 Rome; and thar therein they had intimated ſo much to A Roman Heeat Epiſcopir provecare 82 
f , icorum apud ſuarum provincia- 
him. Thus far you are right; but there is uſually ſom: rum epiſcope: fi antur, jam priere anno eti< 
Myſtery couched in your &c. for you know very well, 4” _ ir ad — —_— 
where to cut off Sentences ; for, had you added but the CO EEE PE 
next Words, they had ſpoiled all your foregoing ; there as. farwcre fins old ojer njerts pow: 
being containedin them, the full Reaſon of what went ee Cet ug; ad exquifitionem f. 
before, wiz. That becauſe the Pope pretended that the Ap- | | 
peals of Biſhops were contained in the Nicene Canons, they were contented to yield 
that it ſhould be ſo, till the true Canons were produced. And is this now all 
their Acknowledgment, that Biſhops might in their own Cauſes appeal to 
Rome, when they made only a Proviffonal Decree, What ſhould be done till 
the Matter came to a Reſolution 2 But if you will throughly underſtand 
what their final Judgment was in this Buſineſs, I pray read their excellent 
Epiſtle to Pope Celeſtine, who ſucceeded Boniface ; after they had received 
the Nicene Canons out of the Eaſt. Which being ſo excellent a Monument 
of Antiquity, and giving fo great light to our preſent Controverſte, I ſhall 
at large recite and render it, ſq far as concerns this Buſt- _ . es 
nels. After our bounden Duty of Salutation, we earneſtly be- Prafars Teag; debitæ r He, 
ſerch you, that hereafter you admit not ſo eafily your Eats ER. c i Ai af 
thoſe that come from hence, and that you admit no more 'mittatis, nee 4 nobis excommumicatos in 
; | E e e | into 
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communionem ultra velitis excipere ; quia 
hoc etiam Niceno Concilio defies fas 
cils advertet Venerabilitas tua, Nam e:fi 
de inferioribus Clericis vel de Laicis vi- 
detur ibi præcaveri, quanto magis hoc 
de epiſcopis voluit olſer vai, 1.8 in fua 

revincis & communicne ſuſpenſi a tu 
Sanfitate præproperò vel indebite videau- 
tur communioni reſtitui. Presbyterorum 
quoq; & ſequentium'Clericorum 1 mproba 
refugia, ſicut te dignum eft, repellat ſane 
Hitas tua, quia & u Patrumdefiniti- 
one hoc eccleſiæ deregatum eft Af. icane, 
& decreta Nicena ſiue inferio1s gradus 
Clericos ſive ipſos epiſcopos ſuis Metropcli- 
tanis apertiſſime commiſtrunt. Pruden- 
tiſſunè enim juſtiſſimeq; vidtrunt, qua- 
cunq; negotia in ſuis locis, ubi orta ſunt, 
finienda ; nec unicuiq; provincie gratiam 
Sancti Spiritus defuturam : que &quitas 
a Chriſti Sacerdotibus, & prudenter vide. 
atur, & conſtantiſſimè tenegtuy : maximi 
quia unicuiq; conceſſum eſt, /i Judicio of- 
fenſus fuerit cognitorum, ad Concilia ſue 

rovincie, vel etiam Univerſale provoca- 
re. Niſi forte quiſquam eſt qui eredat, us 
nicuilibet poſſe Deum noſtrum examinis 
inſpirare j uſtitiam; & innumerabilibus 
congregatis in Concilium Sacerdotibus 
denegare. Aut quomodo ipſum tranſmari- 
num judicium ratum erit, ad quod teſti um 
neceſſarie per ſonæ vel propter ſexus, vel 
propter ſenettutis infirmitatem, vel mul- 
tis aliis impedimentis adduci non pote- 
runt ? Nam ut aliqui tanquam 4 tile 
ſanctitatis latere mittantur, null inve- 
nimus Patrum Synodo conſtitutum. Quia 
illud quod pridem per eundem coepiſcopum 
Fauſlinum tanquam ex parte Nicent 
Concilii exinde tranſmiſiſtis, in Concillis 
verioribus que accipiuntur Nicæni, 4 
S. Cyrillo coepiſcopo noſtro Aexandrinæ 


* 
. 


Eccleſiæ, & d venerabili Attico Conſtan- 


tinopelitano Antiſtite, ex authentico 
miſſis, qua et iam ante hoc per Innecenti- 
um Presbyterum & Marcellum Suldia- 
cenum, per ques ad nos ab iis dircta 
ſunt, venerabilis memorie Bonifacio o- 
piſcopo deceſſori veſtro à nobis rranſmiſ- 
ſa ſunt, in quibus tale aliquid non potu- 
imus invenire. Executores etiam Cleri- 
cos veſtros quibuſq; petentibus nolite 
mittere, nd Fumoſum typhum ſaculi in 


Eccleſiam - Chriſti que lucem ſim plicita- 


tis & humilitatis diem Deum videre cu- 
pientibus præfert, videamur inducere. 
Nam de fratre noſtro Fauſtino (amoto 
jam, pro ſuis nefandis nequitits, 
de Chriſti Eccleſia dolendo Apiario) ſe- 


curi ſumus, quod eum probitate ac mo- 


bid by the Council of Nice. tor if this be taken care for 
as to the Tnferiour Clergy and Laity, How much more 
would it have it to be obſerved in Biſhops ; that 2 they 
who are in their own Province ſuſpended from Communz. 
on, be not haſtily or unduly admitted by your Holineſ,, 
Let your Holineſs alſo reject the wicked Refuges of Prieſts 
and Inferiour Clerks ; for no Canon of the Fathers hath 


taken that from the 4 urch of Africk ; and the Decrees. 


of Nice hath ſubjefted both the Inferiour Clergy, and 
Biſhops, to their Metropolitans. For they have moſt wiſe- 
ly and juſtly provided, that every Buſineſs be determ;. 
nedin the place where it begun: and that the Grace of the 
Holy Spirit will not be no to every Province, that 
ſo Equity may be prudently diſcovered, and conſtantly 
held ly Chriſt s Priefts. Eſpecially ſeeing that it js 
lawful to every one, if he be offended, to appeal to the 
Council of the Province, or even to an Univerſal Coun- 
til. Unleſs perhaps that fomebody believe that God can 
inſpire to every one of us, the juſtice of Examination 
of a Cauſe, and refuſe, it to a multitude of Biſhops 4. 
ſembled in Council. or, How can a Fudgment made 
beyond the Sea be valid, to which the Perſons of neceſ 
fary Witneſſes cannot be brought, by reaſon of the In- 
firmity of their Sex and Age, or of many. other inter- 
vening, Impediments > For this ſending of Men to us 
from your Holineſs, we do not find commanded by 


705 fince ſend to us by Fauſtinus our Fellow- Biſhop, as 
elo 

the trueſt Copies of the Council, ſent by holy Cyril 
Colleague, Biſbop of Alexandria, and by the IT 
Atticus Biſhop 4 Conſtantinople : which alſo we ſent 
to your Predeceſſor Boniface, of happy Memory, by In- 


nocent a Presbyter, and Marcellus a Deacon. Take 


heed alſo of ſending to us any of your Clerks for Exe- 
eutors, to thoſe who defire it, left we ſeem to bring the 
ſwelling Pride of the World into the Church of Chrift, 
which beareth the Light of Simplitity, and the Bright- 
neſs of Humility before them that * ſee God. And 
toncerning our Brother Fauſtinus (Apiarius being now 
for his Wickedneſs caſt out of the Church of Chriſt) we 
are confident, that dur brotherly Love continuing through 
the Goodneſs and Moderation of your Holineſs, Africa 
ſhall no more be troubled with him. 


deratione rue ſanfiratis, ſalvug fraterni charitate ulterius Af ica minime patiatur. Corkil, Carthag. Epiſt ad 


Celeſtinum. 


1 2 


Ban ll. 
into Communion, thoſe whom we have caſt out: Fos 
ur Reverence will eaſily perceive, that this is for. 


2 of the Fathers. And as for that which you did 


ging to the Council of Nice, we could not find it in 


Thus I have at large produced this noble Monument of the Prudence, C ourage 
and Simplicity of the African Fathers ; enough to put any reaſonable man out 
of the fond Conceit of an Univerſal Paſtorſpip of the Biſhop of Rome. I wonder 
not that Baronius ſaith, There are ſome hard things in this Epiſtle, that Perron 

ſweats 
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ſweats and toils ſo much to ſo little Purpoſe, to enervate the ſorce of it; fot 
as long as the Records of it laſt, we have an impregnable Bulwark againſt 
the Uſurpations of the Church of Rome. And methinks you might bluſh for 
Shame, to produce thoſe African Fathers, as determining the Appeals of 
Biſhops of Rome, who, with as much Evidence and Reaſon, as Courage and 
Reſolution, did finally oppoſe it. What can be ſaid more convincingly 
againſt theſe Appeals, than is here urged by them: That they have neither 
Authority from Counciis, nor any Foundation in Juſtice and Equity ; that 
God's Preſence was as well in Africk as Rome (no doubt then they never ima- 
gined any Infallibility there) that the Proceedings of the Rowan Biſhop were 
ſo far from the Simplicity and Humility of the Goſpel, that they tended only 
to nouriſh ſwelling Pride, and ſecular Ambition in the Church. That the Pope 
had no Authority ig tend Legats to hgar Cauſes, and they hoped they ſhould 
be no more troubled with ſuch as Fauſtinus was. All cheſe things are ſo 
evident in this Teſtimony, that it were a Diſparagement to it to offer more 
at large to explain them. I hope then, this will make you ſenſible of the 
Injury you have done the African Fathers, by faying, That they determi- 
ned, the Cauſes of Biſhops might be heard at Rome. 

Your Anſwer to the place of S. Gregory, which his Lordſhip produceth 9. 15. 
concerning Appeals, viz. That the Patriarch is to put a final end to thoſe Cauſes, Greg l. ii. In- 
which come before him by Appeal from Biſhops and Arch- Biſhops, is the very ſame, dict 6. ep. 54- 
that it ſpeaks only of the Inferiour Clcrzy, and therefore is taken off already. 

But you wonder his Lordſhip ſhouldexpoſe to view the following Words of S. Gre- 
gory, where there is neither Metropolit.n, nor Patriarch of that Dioceſe, there 
they are to have recourſe to the See Apoſtolick, as being the Head of all Churches. 
Then ſurely it follows, ſay you, the Biſhop of Rome's Juriſdiction, is not only 
over the Weſtern, and Southern Provinces, but over the whole Church, whither 
the Juriſdiction of Patriarchs and Metropolitans never extended. See how well 
you make good the common ſaying, That Ignorance is the cauſe of Admira- 
tion; for, Wherefore ſhould you wonder at his Lordſhips producing theſe 
Words; if you had either underſtood, or conſidered the abundant Anſwers 
which he gives to them ? 1. That if there be a Metropolitan, or a Patriarch, P. 171. 
in thoſe Churches, his Fudement is final,and there ought to be no Appeal to Rome. 
2. It is as plain, that in thoſe ancient Times of Church-Government, Britain 
ivas never ſubject to the See of Rome (of which afterwards.) 3. It will be 
hard for any man to prove, that there were any Churches then in the World, 
which were not under ſome, either Patriarch or Metropolitan. 4. If any ſuch 
were, *tis gratis dictum, and impoſſible to be proved, that all ſuch Churches, 
where ever ſeated in the World, were obligedto __ on Rome. And,Do you 
ſtill wonder why his Lordſhip produces theſe Words 2 I may more juſtly 
wonder why you return no Anſwer to what his Lordſhip here ſays. But 
ſtill the Caput omnium Eccleſiarum ſticks with you; if his Lordſhip hath 
not particularly ſpoken to that, it was, becauſe his whole Diſcourſe was 
ſufficient to a Man of ordinary Capacity, to let him ſee, that no more could 
be meant by it, but ſome Preheminence of that Church above others in re- 
gard of Order and Diznity,but no ſuch thing as Univerſal Power and Furiſ- 
dition was to be deduced from it. And if Gregory underſtood more by 
it, as his Lordſhip faith, Tis gratis diftum, and Gregory himfelf was nere 
a Perſon to be believed in his own Cauſe. ' But now, as you expreſs it, P. :88. 
his Lordſhip takes a leap from the Church of Rome, to the Charth of England + 
No, neither his Lordſhip, nor we, take a /zap from thence hither; but you 
are the Men who leap over the Alps, from the Church of England, to that of 
Rome. We plead as his Lordſhip doth truly, That in the ancient times of 
the Church, Britain was never ſubject to the See of Rome, But being ont of the 
<> Eee 2 Weſtern 
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Weſtern Dioceſes of the Empire, it hada Primate of its own. This, you 
P. 199. ſay, his Lordſhip ſhould haye proved, and not mcerly ſaid. But, What 
an unreaſonable man are you, who would put his Lordſhip to prove Nega. 
tives; if you challenge a Right which the Pope hath over us, it is your Bu- 
ſineſs to prove it; his Lordſhip gave a ſufficient Reaſon for what he ſaid, 
in ſaying that Britain was one of the Dioceſes of the Empire, and therefore had a 7 
Primate of her own. This you deny not, bur ſay, this only proves, That the 
Inferiour Clergy could not appeal to Rome. What again ? Bur chis Subterfuge 


0 
hath been prevented already. But to paſs by what without any Shadow of « 
Proof you ſay of the Patriarch of Conſtantinople's being ſubjett to the Pope; ec 
and Pope Urban's calling Antelm the Patriarch of the other World; which we 60 
are far from making the tcaſt ground to make Canterbury a Patriarchal See ; ” 
which, as far as concerns the Rights of Primacy, was ſo long before the Sy- 60 
nod of Bar in Apulia; we come to thr which is more Material, viz. your 0 
attempt to prove, That Britain was anciently ſubjeft to the See of Rome; (6 
for which you inſtance x Wilfrid, Arch Biſhop of Vork, appealing to Rome, "if 
Ivid. „ 5. about A. D. 673. who was reflored to his Biſhoprick, by virtue of the Sen. | 
Bed. I. g c. a0. gence paſſed in his behalf at Rome; and ſo being a ſecond time expelled, ap- Z 


ealed as formerly, and was again reſtored. To which I ſhall return you a clear 
Bramhall . and full Anſwer in the Words of another Arch-Biſhop, the late learned 
8 L. Primate of Ireland.“ The moſt famous, faith he, (J had almoſt ſaid the 
only) Appellant from England to Rome that we read of before the Con- 
e queſt, was Wilfrid Arch-biſhop of Tork, who, notwithſtanding that he 
e paincd Sentence upon Sentence at Rome inghis Favour. ; and notwithſtand- 
ing that the Pope did ſend expreſs Nuncio's into England, on purpoſe to 
© ſee his Sentence executed; yet he could not obtain his Reſtitution or the 
© Benefit of his Sentence for ſix Years, during the Reigns of King Eg bert 
Spelman. cen ée and Alfred his Son. Yea, King Alfred told the Pope's Nuncios expreſly, 
A, Jas. © That he honoured them as his Parents for their grave Lives and honourable 
| * Aſpeds; but he could not give any Aſſent to their Legation, becauſe it was 
| © againſt Reaſon, that a Perſon twice condemned by the whole Council of the En- 
© gliſh ſhould be reſtcred upon the Pope s Letter. If they had believed the Pope 
* to be their competent Judge, either as Univerſal Monarch, or ſo much as 
[ * Patriarch of Britain, or any more than an honourable Arbitrator (which 
* all the Pazriarchs were, even without the Bounds of their proper Juriſdi- 
* ctions) How comes it to pals that two Aings ſucceſſively, and the great 
| „Councils of the Kinzdom, and the other Arch-biſhop Theodore with all the 
| ce prime Fccleſtaſticks, and the Flower of the Engliſh Clergy, did ſo long and 
* ſo reſolutely oppoſe ſo many Sentences and Meſſages from Rome, and con- 
* demn him twice whom the Pope had abſolyed 2 Conſider that Wilfrid 
* was an Archbiſhop not an Inferiour Clerk ; and if an Appeal from England 
* to Rome had been proper or lawful in any Caſe, it had been ſoin this Caſe. 
But it was otherwiſe determined by thoſe, who were moſt concerned. 
| ** Malmsbury ſuppoſeth, either by Inſpiration, or upon his own Head, that the 
| * King and the Arch-biſhop Theodore, were ſmitten with Remorſe before 
*© their Deaths, for the Injury done to Wilfrid, and the ſlighting the Pope's 
< Sentence, Letter, and Legats. But the contrary is moſt apparently true; 
* for firſt, It was not King Alfred alone, but the great Cauncil of the King- 
* dom alſo ; not Theodore alone, but the main Body of the Clergy, that op- 
e poſed the Pope's Letter, and the Reſtitutionof Milfrid in that manner as it 
* was decreed at Rome. Secondly, after Alfred and Theodore were beth 
* dead, we find the Pope's Sentence, and Wilfrid's Reſtirution, ſtill oppoſed 
by the ſurviving Biſpops, in the Reign of Alfred's Son. To clear the Matter 
L * paſt Contradiction, let us conſider the ground of this long and bicrer Con- 
| | "0 ED * tention 3 
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tention; Wilfrid the Archbiſhop was become a great Pluraliſt, and had 
« jngroſſed into his Hands too many Eccleſiaſtical Dignities. * The Aug and 
« the Church of England thought fit to deprive him of ſome vf them, and to 
« confer them upon others. Wilfrid appealed from their Sentence to 
« Rome. The Pope gave Sentence after Sentence in favour of Wilfrid. But 


4 for all his Sentences, he was not, he could not be reſtored, until he had 


« quitted two of his Monaſterics which were in Queſtion, Hongeſtilldean 


4e and Ripon,which of all others he loved moſt dearly, and where he was af- 


«irerwards interred. This was not a Conqueſt, but a plain waving of his 
© Sentences from Rome, and yielding of the Queſtion ; for thoſe had been 
« the chief Caules of the Controverſie. So the Aing and the Chaleb after 
% Alfred's Death ſtill made good his Concluſion, That it was againſt Rea- 
« fon, that a Perſon twice condemned by the whole Council of the Engliſh, 
« ſhould be reſtored upon rhe Pope's Ball. And as he did not, ſo neither 
« did they give any aſſent to the Pope's Legation. This I hope may ſuffice 
as a moſt ſufficient Anſwer to your Objection from M/ilfride's Appeal. 

But, you would ſeem to urge yet further for the ancient Suhjection of 
Britain to the Church of Rome, in theſe Words, Again, is it not manifeſt out 


9. 16. 


of bim ( Bede), that even the Primitive original Inſtitution of, our Engliſh bed l. 1 29 


Biſhops is from Rome? And for this you cite a Letter of Pope Gregory i. to 
Auguſtine che Monk, whom you call our Engliſh Apoftle ; in which Gregory 
grants to him the uſe of the Pall re Badge or Sign of Archiepiſcopal Dig- 

hat he ſhould ordain twelve Biſhops under his 
Juriſdict ion, &c. Behold here, ſay you, the orginal Charter, as I may ſay, of 
the Primacy of Canterbury ; in this Letter and Mandate of the Pope it is 
founded, nor can it with any colour of Reaſon be drawn from other Origin. And 
by virtue of this Grant, have all the ſucceding Biſhops of that See enjoyed the 
Dignity and Authority of Primates of this Nation. From whence you yery 
civilly charge his Lordſhip, either with groſs Ignorance if he knew it not; or 
with great Ingratitude if he knew.it. To which! Anſwer ; that his Lord- 


* ſhip knowing this no doubt very well, that Gregory ſent Auſtin into England, 


&c. could not from thence think himſelf bound to ſubmit to the Roman Bi- 
ſhop; and it had been more pertinent to your purpoſe, not to charge him 
with Ingratitude, but with Diſobedience. For that was it which you ought 
to prove hence, that the Archbiſhop of Canterbury ought ſtill to be ſubyect 
to the Biſhop of Rome, becauſe Gregory 1. made Auguſtine the firſt. Arch- 
biſhop of Canterbury, A wonderful ſtrong Argument no doubt] which out 
of Charity to you, we muſt further examine; for you tell us, The Criginal 
Charter of the Primacy of Canterbury is contained in that Grant. To ſatisfie 
you as to this, wo things are to be conſidered, the Primacy it ſelf, and the 
Exerciſe of it by a particular Perſon in ſome particular Place. If you ſpeak 
of the Primacy it ſelf, i. e. the independent Right of Governing the Churches 
within the Provinces of Britain, then we utterly deny that this was con- 
tained in that Grant. For Britain having beena Province before, in which Bi- 
ſhops did Govern Independently on any Foreign Biſhop,no Foreign Biſhops 
could rake away that Privilege from it. I will not ſtand here to deduce 
the Hiſtory of the Biſhops of Britain, before. Auguſtine's coming into Exg- 
land; but it is as cettain that there were ſuch, as it is that St. Auguſtine 
eyer came hither. Fot not only all our own Hiſtorians, and Bede himſelf 


confeſs it; but it is moſt evident from the Subſeriptions of three of them to 


the yt Council of Arles, Eborius of Tork, Reſtitutus of London, and Adel- 
fas de civitate Colonia Londinenſium (which ſome will have to be a Miſtake 
fot Colonia Camaloduni, whether by that, Colcheſter, Malden, or Wincheſter 
be meant as it is differently thought) from the Prefence-of ſome of them * 
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. the Sardican Synod, and the Council of Ariminum, as appears by At hanaſius and 
others; but this I ſuppoſe you will not deny, that there were Biſhops in Exg- 
land before Auſtin came. And, that theſe Biſhops had then no Dependence 
on the See of Rome, if it were not ſufficiently evident ftom other Arguments, 
the Relation of the Proccedingsin Bede himſelf, between Auſt in and them, 
about Submiſlion, would abundantly diſcover, as likewiſe, that there was 
then an Archbiſhop wich Mezropolitical Power over them, whoſe ancient Sear 
had been Caerleon. But I confider not this Primacy now as in any particular 
Place, but in general as belonging to the Provinces of Britain, which ſay 
had a Primacy belonging to it, (whether at 7ork or London is not material) 
at the time of the Council of Nice (according to what hath been formerly 
{aid about the State of Churches then) Now the Counc I of Nice takes care 
that the Hrivileges of all Churches ſhould be preſerved, i. e. That where there 
had been a Primacy, it ſhould ſo continue. Now therefore I ask, How 
came this Privilege of Britain to be Joſt, which was not only confirmed 
with others by the Nicene Council, but by that of Chalcedon and Epheſus, in 
which the ancient Privileges of Churches are ſecured 2 What right had 
Auſtin the Monk to caſſate the ancient Metropolitical Power of the Britannick 
Church, and to require abſolute Subjection to himſelf? If the Pope made him 
Archbiſhop of Canterbury, by what Right was he Primate over the Britain 
Church? How came the Archbiſhop then in being to loſe his Primacy by 
Auſtin's coming into England 2 Was it becauſe the Britannick Church was 
then over-run with Pagan Saxons, and the viſible Power of it confined to a. 
narrow Compaſs 2 Yer I doubt not, but there were many Britiſh Chriſtians, 
living here among the Saxons, though oppreſſed by them, as they were after 
by the Normans (for, Where is it that any Conqueſt hath carried away all 
the Inhabitants ?) and that theſe did many of them retain their Chriſtianity, 
though not daring publickly to own it, there are many not improbable Cir- 
cumſtances to lead us to ſuppoſe. But we will grant that the Face of the 
Britannick Church was only in Wales; what follows thence ? That the whole 
Province had loſt its Right 2 Let us ſuppoſe a Caſe like this? As that the 
Church of Rome ſhould be over-run with a Barbarous People (as it was by the 
Goths and Vandals) and the Inhabitants deſtroyed ; thete Barbarous People 
continuing in Poſſeſſion of it, and that a Biſhop ſhould have been ſent fromBr:- 
tain to convert them to the Faith, and upon their Converſion to Govern 
thoſe Churches, and ſhould be made Biſhop of that place by the British Bi- 
ſhops, Whether would he be bound to continue always in Subjection to 
them or no? If not; bur you ſay, by his Succeſſion in the See of Rome he 
enjoys the Privileges of that See, though the Inhabitauts be altered; the ſame 
J fay of the Britannick Churches, though the Inhabitants were altered, and 
Saxons ſucceded the Britains, yet the Privilege of the Church remains (till 
as to its Primacy and Independency. And therefore the Pope's making Au 
guſtine Archbiſhop, ſo as to give him withal the Primacy over the ( harches 
in the Province of Britain, was an Cſurpation upon the Rights of our Church, 
which had an Abſolute and Independent Primacy within it ſelf; as it was in 
the caſe of the Cyprian Biſhop. As ſuppoſing thoſe ancient Sects of Churches 
which are over-run with 7arks ſhould again be converted to Chriſtianity,the 
Biſhops of thoſe Churches, as of Epheſus, or the like, would enjoy the ſame 
Rights which the ancient Biſhops had; ſo we ſay it was in our cate, though 
the Nation was then over-ſpread with Paganiſm, yet Chriſtianity returning, 
the Privileges of our Churches did return with it; and whoſoever were 
rightly conſecratedBiſhops of them, would enjoy the ſame Rights which they 
did before. Sothat Gregory might make Auſtin a Biſhop, and ſend him to 
convert this Nation, by which he was capable ro Govern the Churches em 
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which he did convert, but he could not give to him the Right over theſe 
hurt hes, which Gregory had no Powet over himſelf ; neither could 4uſtzy 
or any other Archbiſhop of Canterbury give away the Pritnacy of England 
by ſubmicting himſelf to the Roman See. What therefore is Gregory's Grant 
to Auſtin, to the Primacy of England? If you ask then, How the Archbi- 
ſhops of Canterbury come to be Primates of England 2 I Anſwer 1. This 
Primacy muſt be lodged ſomewhere ; and it is not unalterably fixed to any 
certain Place, becauſe the Primacy belongs to the Church, and not to a parti» 
cular See. 2. It is in the Power of Princes to fix the Metropolitan See in 
what place is judged molt convenient; thence have been the frequent Re- 
moves of Epiſcopal and 3 Sees ; as is evident in many Exam - 
ples in Eclefraſtical Hiſtory, particularly in Juſtiniana Prima, made a Metro- 
polis b Fuſtinian. 3. Where ever the Primacy is lodged, it retains its an- 
cient Privileges ; ſo that there is no need of a Succeſſion of our Archbi- 


- ſhops fromthe "Britiſh Archbiſhops of Caerleon to preferve the Brititb Pri- 


macy ; but that See being removed by the Power of Princes; the Primacy 
ſtill remains the ſame, that it was in the Britiſb Metropolitans. And thus I 
hope I have ſhewn you, that the Original Charter of the Archbiſhop of Can- 
terbury's Primacy, was not contained in the Pope's grant to Auſtin. 

From hence we proceed again to the Caſe of the African Churches ; for 
(as his Lordſhip faith) the African Prelates finding that all ſucceeding Pope's 
were not of Melchiades his Temperg ſet themſelves to aſſert their own Liberties, 


and held it out ftoutly againſt Zoſimus, Boniface 1. and Cœleſtine r. who 


were ſucceſſtvely Biſhops of Rome. At laſt, it was concladed in the fixth - 


: 


Council of Carthage, (wherein were aſſembled two hundred and ſeventec Bi- 
ſhops,of which St. Auguſtine himſelf was one} that they would not give way to 
ſuch a manifeſt Encroachment upon their Rights and Liberties ; and thereupon 
gave preſent notice to Cœleſtine to forbear ſending his Officers amongſt them, 
left he ſhould ſeem to induce the ſwelling Pride*of the World into the Church 
of Chriſt. And this is ſaid to have amounted into a formal Separation from 
the Church of Rome ; and to have continued for the ſpace of ſomewhat more 
than one hundred Tears. For which his Lordſhip produceth two publick In- 
fruments extant among the ancient Councils; the one an Epiſtle from Boniface 
2. in whoſe Time the Reconciliation to Rome is ſaid tobe made by Eulalius, 
then Biſhop of Carthage; But the Separation, inſtigante Diabolo, by rhe 
Temptation of the Dewil. The other is an exemplar precum, or Copy of the Peti- 
tion of the ſame Eulalius, in which he damns and curſes all thoſe bis Predeceſ- 
ſors, which went againſt the Church of Rome. Nom his Lordſhip urges from hence; 
Either theſe Inſtruments are true, or falſe. If they be falſe, then Boniface 2. and 


his Accomplices at Rome, or ſome for them are notorious Forgers, and that of 


Recofds of great Conſequence tothe Government and Peace of the whole Church of 
Chriſt,and to the perpetual Infamy of that See, and all this fooliſhly and to no pur- 
poſe : On the other fide, if theſe Inſtruments be true; then tis manifeſt that the 
Church of Africk ſeparated fromthe Church of Rome; which Separation was ei- 
ther unjuſt, or juft ; if unjuſt then St. Auſtin, Eugenius, Fulgentius, and all thoſe 
Biſbops and other Martyrs which ſuffered in the Vandelict᷑ Perſecution, died in 


Actual and unrepented Schiſm,and out of the Church; If it were juſt, then is it far 
more lawful for the Church of England H National Council to caſt off the Pope's 


Jurpat ion, as ſhe did, than it was forthe African Church to ſeparate; betauſe 


then the AfricanChurch excepted only 217 the Pride of Rome in caſe of 75 
ſeals, and two ot her Canons leſs material; but the Church of England excepts (be- 
fides this grievance) againſt many C ih ebe Doctrine, with which Rome at 
that time was not tainted.” And St. Auſtin and thoſe other famous Men durſt not 
thus have ſeparated from Rome, had the Pope had that powerful wn, | 
Ve 
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over the whole Church of Chriſt. and that by Chriſt's own Ordinance and Inſil. 
tution, as A. C. pretends be had. This is the Subſtance of his ordſhip', 
Diſcourſe, to which we muſt conſider what Anſwer you return. Whuth in 

P. 191. ſhortis, That you dare not aſſert the Credit of thoſe two Inſtruments, but ar; 
very willing to think them Forgeries ; but you ſay, the Schiſmatical Scparatio 
of the African Church from the Roman, is inconſiſtent with the Truth of Story, 
and confuted by many pregnant and undeniable Inſtances, which prove that tie 
Africans.notwith/tanding the ( onteſt in the fixth | ouncil of Carthage touc} ing 
matter of Appeals, were always in true Catholick Communion with the Roman 
Church, even during the Term of this pretended Separation. For which you pro. 
duce the Teſtimony of Pope Cœleſtine concerning St. Auſtin, the Proceetling of 
Pope Leo in the caſe of Lupicinus, the Teſtimonies of Eugenius, Fulgentiyg, 

. Gregory, and the preſence of ſome African Biſhops at Rome. To all which 

| Ianſwer; that either the African Fathers did perſiſt in the Decree of the 

| Council of Carthage, or they did not; if they did perſiſt in it, and no Separz: 
tion followed; then the caſting off the Uſurpations of the Roman See cannot 
incur the guilt of Schiſm; for theſe African Biſhops did that, and it ſeems 
continued ſtill in the Roman Communion ; by which it is evident that the Ro- 
man Church was not ſo fardegenerated then as afrerwards,or that the Autho- 
rity of thoſe Pecſons was fo great in the Church, that the Roman Bishops dutſt 
not openly break with them,which is a ſufficient account of what Czleſtine 
ſaith concerning St. Auſtin, that he lived and died in the Communion of the 
the Roman Charch. If you ſay the Reaſon why they were in Communion® 
wich the Roman Church was, becauſe they did nor perſiſt ; you muſt prove it 
by better Inſtances than you have here brought; for ſome of them are ſuf. 
ficient Proofs of the conttary. As appears by the caſe of Lupicinus an Afri 

Lev, ep.87.c.2.can Bishop appealing to Leo, who indeed was willing enough to receive him; 

but what of that? Did not the African Biſhops of Mauritania Cæſarienſis ex- 
communicate him notwithſtanding that Appeal, and ordained another in 

his Place; and therefore the Pope very fairly ſends him back to be tried b 

the Biſhops of his Province. Which Inſtance, as it argues the Pope's Wi 

lingneſs to have brought up Appeals among them, ſo it shews the Conti- 
nuance of their Stoutneſs in oppoſing them. And even Pope Gregory ſo long 
after, though in his Time the Buſineſs of Appeals was much promoted at 

Rome; yet he dares not challenge them from the Biſhops of Africa, bur yields 

to them the Enjoyment of choſe Privileges which they ſaid they had enjoyed 
from the Apoſtles Times. And the Teſtimonies of Eugenius, and Fulgenti- 
us imply nothing of Subjection to Rome, but a Præeminence wits that 

Church had above all others, which it might have without the other; as 

London may Thope be the Head-City of England, and yet all other Cities 

not expreſs Subjection to it. But if after that Council of Carthage the hi- 
shops of Rome did by Degrees encroach upon the Liberties of the African 

Churches, there is this ſufficient Account to be given of it; that as the Ro- 

man Biſhops. were always watchful to take Advantages to inhance their 

Powet, and that eſpecially when other Churches were in a ſuffering Condi- 

tion, ſo a fit Opportunity fell out for them to do it in Africa; For not long 
| after that Council of Carthage, fell out that diſmal Perſecution of the African 

Churches, by the Irruption of the Yandals ; in which all the Catholick Bi- 

| Shops were banished out of Africa, or lived under gteat Suffcrings ; and by 

a ſtrict Edict of Genſericus, no new Biſhops were ſuffered to be ordained 

| in the Places of the former. This now was a fair Opportunity for the Bi- 
L 3 Shop of Nome to advance his Authority among the ſuffering Bishops; St. 

Peter's pretended. Succeſſor loving to , in troubled Waters, and it beg 
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fatal ro Rome from the firſt Foundation of it, to advance her ſelf by the 
Ruins of Uther Places. 3 9 d | | 
But we are call'd off from the Ruins of other Churches, to obſerve the 9. 18. | 
Methods whereby the Hopes grew great under the Emperors Which his + 3 
Lordſhip gives an Account of from Conſtantines time to Charles the Great, E 
about five hundred Years, which begins thus, So ſoon as the Emperors be- 
came Chriftian, the Church began to be put in better Order: For the calling and P. 115. n %. 
Authority of Biſhaps over the Inferiour Clergy, that was a thing of known Uſe „ 
and Benefit for Vreſervatiun of Unity and Peace 15 theEburch. Which was con- © 
feſſed by S. Hierom himſelf, and ſo ſettled in Mens Minds from the very Infan- | 
of the Churth, & | it had nut been to that time contradifted by any. The only 
Difficulty then wac tb accommodate the ¶ laces and Pretellencies of Biſhops, among. 
themſelves, for ti very weceffity of Order and Government. Tudo this, the 
moſt equal and impartial way was, that at the Church is Tn the Common-wealth, 
not the Commbn wealth in it, (as Optatus tells as) So The Honours of the + 
Churth ſhould follow the Honours of the Se; and ſo it was infinuated if not ; 
ordered (as appears) by the Canons df I U of Chalcedon and. Anti- I | 
och. And this was the very Fountain of the Papal Greatneſs ; the Pope ba- % 
ving his Refidence in the great 1 City. But Pr ecbllency is one thing, and * 
Authority another; It was thought fit therefore, that among 2 there 
ſhould be a certain Subortinationtnd Subject inn. The Empire therefore being 
caſt into ſeveral Diviſions (which they call 4 Diveeſes) every Dioceſe con- 
© tained ſeveral Province every Province ſeveral Biſhopricks ; The Hef of 4 
Dioceſe was call d "£40, and ſometimes a Patriarch; the chief of a Province, 
a Metropolitan; next the Biſpops in their ſeveral Dioceſes (as we nom .uſe that 
Word), among theſe there was effectual Sutjettion reſpetively ghounded upon 
Canon, and Poſitive Law, in their ſeveral Quarters ;, but over then, none at © * 
all : All the Difference there, was but Honorary not Authoritative. To all 
this part of his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe, you only ſay, That it is founded npon his 
ow# conje tural Preſumptions more than upon any thing elſe ; and that you have P. 192. 
ſfhewed a fat different Fountain of the Pope's Authority from Fues Petrus, & ſu- 
per hanc Pettam, &. The meaning of what you fay, is, That his Lord- 
ſhips Diſcourſe hath too much Truth and Reaſon to be Anſwered; folidly ; 
but becauſe it is againſt the Pope's Intereſt you defic him, and croſs your ſelf; 
and cry, Tu es Petrut, &c. and think, this will prevent its doing you % 
harm. For if we look for one dram of Reaſon againſt it, we muſt look ſomꝭ 
where elſe than in your Book, though you tell us, Tour have often * 
the contraty ; bur when and where I muſt profeſs my ſelf to ſeek, and I doubt 
hall continue ſo to the end of your Book. Bur his Lordſhip proceeds. if 
the ambitios of ſome particular Perſons did attempt now and then to break theſe FP. 77. 
Bounds it is no mur vel: For no Galling can ſautiße all that have it. Aud Socra- 
tes telli aß rbar in this Way the Biſhops of Alexandria and Rome advanced them- 
ſelves to agregt height e ris ijurhns even beyond the quality of Biſhops. Now 
um iew of Story it will appear, rhat what Advantage accrewed to Alexandria, 
' was gorren by thewidlenuce of Theophilas Patriarch there. A Man of exceeding 
great Lexriing ant no leſs Violence ; and he made no little Advantage out of this, 
that the Empreſs Fudbxia' uſed his 21 the caſting of St. Chry ſoſtom out f 
Conſtantinople. But the Roman P relates grew by a fteady and conſtant Wateh- 
fulneſs upon all Otcaffons to increaſe the Honour of that See. Interpoſong. and aſſa- 
ming to themſelves to be Vindices Ganonum (as Greg. Naz. ſpeaks). Defen- 
ders and Reſtorers of rhe Canons of the Charch whith was a fair Pretence aud took 
extreamly well. But yet the World root notice of this their aim. For in all Con- 
teftations' between the Eaft and Weſt, which were not ſmall, nor few, the Weſtern 
Biſhops objefted Leit tothe Eafterngzand 1. 5 the * of 
22 | F e 
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the Weſt, as Bilius obſerves, and upon very warrantable Teſtimonies. Hor all 
this, the Biſhop of Rome continued in go Obedience to the Emperory endurin 
his Cenſures and Fudgments : and being choſen by the Clergy and People of Rome 
he accepted from the Emperor, the Ratification of that Choice. Jiſomuch, that a. 
Bout the Tear 579,when all Italy was on fire with the Lombards,and Pe lagius the 


ſecond conſtrained through the Neceſſity of the Times, contrary to the Example of 


his Predeceſſors, to enter upon the Popedom without the Emperor s leave, St. Gre- 
gory, then a Deacon, was ſhortly after ſent on Embaſſie toexcuſe it. To all theſe 
things you give one general Antwer, by calling them Impertinencies, which 
is a general Name for all that you cannot Anſwer. The Pope's Obedience to 
the Emperors you ſay was conſtrained, their Ratifications of Pope's Eleficns on! 

declaring them Canonical, Socrates was a Heretick,the Eaſtern Biſhops darthal, 
This is the Subſtancę of all you ſay, Whereof the rwefformer are mani- 
feſtly contrary to the Truth of Stories (as, when you deſire it may at 
large be manifeſted) and the two latter the pitiful Shitrs of ſuch who have 
nothing elſe to lay. N ö | 


But, though you cannot anſwer Particulars,/you can overthrow his whole De. 


{gn (though you cannot Fiddle, it ſeems you can conquer Cities, but they 
malt be very weak then.) His main Deſign, you tell us, is to overthrow the 
Pope's Supremacy, by ſhewing, it was not lawful to appeal to Rome; but Catho- 
lick Authors (to be ſure you are in the Number) frame an unanſwerable Ar- 
gument for his Supremacy, even from the contrary, thus; it was ever held lau- 
ful to appeal to Rome in Eccleſiaſtical Aﬀairs,: from all the Parts of Chtiſten- 
dom; therefore.ſay they, The Pope muſt needs be Supreme Fudge in Eccleſiaſtical 
Matters. This is evidenced out of the 4th and th Canons of the Council of 
Sardica,. accounted anciently an Appendix of the Council of Nice, and often 
cited as the ſame mith it. f | 1 | 

Will you give us leave to come near and handle this ananſwerable Argument 
a little? for Perſons of your Profeſſion uſe to be very ſhy of that. But how- 
ever, ſince it is expoſed to common view, we may take leave to do it. And 
ſeriouſly, upon Confideration of all the Parts and Circumſtances of it, L am of 
your Mind, without flattering you, that it is an unanſweralle Argument, but 


quite to another purpoſe than you brought it for, even againſt the Pope's 


Supremacy, as J ſhall preſently diſcover; fo that thoſe Catholick Authors have 
ved you juſt as Lazarillo did his blind Maſter, in bidding him leap over 
Water, that he might run his Head full butt againſt the Tree. For that 
which your beſt Authors ſhun as much as may be, and uſe their beſt Arts to 
get beſides it, you run blindly, and therefore boldly upon it, as thoughit 
were an excellent Argument to your purpoſe. You ſay, The Evidence for 


Appeals, is from the Canons of the Sardican Synod, but if this be an unan- 


ſwerable Argument for the Pope's Supremacy, 1. How come theſe Appealt 
to be pleaded fromthe Sardican Synod ? = apt come theſe Appeals tobe de- 
nied, notwithſtanding the Canons of it? The former will prove, that the S- 
premacy, if granted from hence, was not acknowledged from Divine Right ; 
the latter, that it was not univerſally acknowledged by the Church after; and 
therefore both of them will make an «nanſwerable Argument "againſt that 
which you would prove, viz. the Pope's Supremacy. Firſt, If the Pope's Su- 
premacy be evidenced from hence, 1. How comes it at all to depend on the 
Canons 2 2. Why no ſooner than the Canons of Sardica ? 3. Why not at 


all mentioned in them? 1. How comes the Pope's Supremacy, if of Divine 


Right, to depend at all upon the Canons of the Church 2 We had thought it 

had been much more to your purpoſe, not to have mentioned any Canons at 

all of the Church about it, but to have produced Evidences, that this was 

tonſtancly acknowledged as of Divine Inſtitution. But we mult "uy 
_ | with 
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ing with you, in not producing that which is notto be found. For nothing can 
1 be more apparent, than that when the Pope's began to perk up, they plead- 
pe ed nothing but ſome Canons of the Church for what they did, as Julius to the 
the Oriental Biſhops, Zoſimus to the African, and ſo others. If it had been ever " 
e of thought then, that this, Szpremacy was of Divine Right; What ſenſeleſs | 
"I Men were theſe, to make uſe of the worſt Pleas, and never mention the beſt > 
eſe For, ſuppoſing they had ſuch a Supremacy granted them by the Canons of the © 
ich Church, Doth not this imply that their Authority did depend upon the Chuyr- 
70 ches grant 2 and, what the Church might give for her own Conveniency,ſhe 
nl might take it away, when she faw it abuſed to her apparent Prejudice 
1 And therefore if they had thought that God had commanded all Churches 
ni- to be ſubject to them, it was weakly done of them to plead nothing but 
ac the Canons of the Church for it. 2. Why no ſooner chan the Canons of 
ve Sardica 2 Was the Church of Rome without her Supremacy till that time:? 
Will no Canons of the Church evidence it before them? When this Council was 
De. not held till eleven Years after the Death af Conſtantine. Had the Pope no * 
ey right of Appeals till it was decreed here? Tes, Zoſimus pleads the Nicene . 
the Canons for it But upon what Grounds, will appear ſuddenly, 3. Why is | 
be.” not the Pope's Yapremacy mentioned as the Ground of theſe Appeals then? 
A7 Certainly thoſe Weſtern Biſhops, who made thoſe Canons, ſhould have only 
. recognized the Divine Right of the Pope's Supremacy; and not made a 
Canon in ſuch a manner ey do, that would make any one be confident 


they never knew the Pope's Supremacy. For their Decree runs thus; That 
in caſe any Biſhop thou! ht himſelf unjuſtly condemned; if  _ TEN 4 
it ſeem good to yor, let us honour the Memory of Peter the 18 2 Sandee ir 74 Tod) pl 


| Apoſtle, that it be written by thoſe who have judged the 75 a rhgt 8 ou 
ent Cauſe, to Julius the Biſhop of Rome; and if it ſeem u Tunrousn, & yooghn meg. Tos 
w- good, let the Judgment be renewed, and let them appoint ' Pall, or, he's wr e, —— N 
ind ' ſuch as may, take Cognixance of it. Were theſe Men %% ne , « Jo da ares 
10f mad to make ſuch a Canon as this, if they believed wo ire apy dug Wn 
but the Pope's Supremacy of Divine Inſtitution > What * of + 2 
6's a dwindling A is that, for the Head of the Church, to call him 
ave Biſhop of Rome only, when a matter concerning his Supremacy is decreeing 2 5 
ver And why to Julius Biſhop of Rome, I pray? Had it not been better to S. Pe- 
hat ter's Succeſſor, whoſoever he be? So it would have been, no doubt, if they 
5 to had intended a Divine or Univerſal Right. And why for the Honour of 
hit 8. Peter's Memory? Had it not been more becoming them to have ſaid, Out 
for of Obedience to Chriſt's Commands, which made him Head of the Church 2 
an- And all this come in with an *i xi, I it pleaſe you > What, if it pleaſe you, 
eals Whether the Pope ſhould be Univerſal Paſtor, or no? If it pleaſe you, Whe- 
de- ther the Church ſhould be built ſuper hanc Petram, or no? F it pleaſe you, 
Su- Whether the Biſhop of Rome ſucceeds S. Peter, or no? Are theſe the Men 
ht ; chat give ſuch Evidence for the Pope's Supremacy 2 You had better by far 
and © "never mention them; for if that was the Leſſon they had-to ſay, never any 
hat Boys at School ſaid their Leſſon worſe than they do. They wanted ſuch as 
Su- you among them, to have penned their Canon for them; and no doubt it 
the had run in a better ſtrain; For as much as our Lord and Saviour did appoint 
t at S. Peter Head of the Church, and the Biſhop of Rome to ſucceed him as Chriſt:s 
ine Vicar upon Earth; theſe are to let you know that he hath an abſolute Power by 
t it Divine Right, over all Perſons and Cauſes, and that Men are bound to obey him 
at «pon Pain of eternal Damnation. This had been ſomething like, if you could 
vas have found it in ſome Canons of the Church; but, to produce a poor ſncak- 
ear 


ing, Fit pleaſe you, What do you elle * betray the Majeſty and m—_ 
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of your Church 2 And yet after all this, no ſuch thing as abſolute Appeal; 

to Rome are decreed here neither, but only that the Biſhop of Rome ſhould 

have Power to review the caſe; and in caſe it was thought neceſſary, that 

other Perſons ſhould be appointed to examine it. But, How much a Re. 

De Concord. View differs from an Appeal, and that nothing but a Power to review caſes 

facerd.& Imp. is here given tothe Biſhop of Rome; are fully manifeſted by Petrus de Mar. 

- 1 leck. , to Whom I again referr you. So that we ſee from hence you have very 
1 7.c.4.ſe&.z. comfortable Evidence for the Pope's Supremacy. b | 

6. 20. 2. Suppoſe it had been decreed here, you had not gained much by it; 

Becauſe, notwithſtanding this Decree, it was far from being acknouledged 

by the Univerſal Church. Which J prove from henee, That the Sardicay 

Canons were not received by the Church: Nothing can be more evident, 

than that theſe Canons were not ſo much as known by the African Biſhops, 

ud 6 when Pope Zoſimus fraudulently ſent them under the Name of the Nicene 

thol.1. 2.c. 15. Canons; inſomuch that Caſanus queſtions, Whether ever any ſuch thing 

were determined by the Sardican Synod or no: And ir appears by S. 44 

tin, that the Council of Sardica was of no great credit in Africa; tor when 

Aug. ep. 163. Fortunius the Donatiſt Biſhop would prove, that the Sardican Synod had 

written to ſome of their Party, becauſe one Donatus was mentioned in it ; 

S. Auſtin tells him, It was a Synod of Arrians; by which it ſeems very im- 

c. 34» Probable, that they had ever received the Decrees of the Weſtern, but only 

c. 4 of the Zaſtern part of it, which adjourned to Philippopolis. Neither was 

this ever acknowledged for an Oecumenical Council, for although it was in- 

tended for ſach by the Emperors, Conſtans, and Conſtantius, yet but 70. of 

the Eaſtern Biſhops appeared to 300 of the Weſtern; and thoſe Eaſtern 

Biſhops ſoon withdrew from the other, and decreed things directly contrary 

to the other. So that Balſamon and Zonaras, as well as the elder Greeks, 

ſay, The Decrees of it can at moſt only bind the Weſtern Churches; and 

the arrogating of this Power of reviewing Cauſes decided by the Eaſtern 

Churches by Weſtern Biſhops, was apparently the Cauſe of the Diviſſons 

between them; the Eaſtern, and Weſtern Churches being after this divided 

by the Alpes Sueciæ, between 7llyricum and Thracia. And, although Hila- 

ry and Epiphanius expreſly call this a Weſtern Council, yet it was a long 


* 12 Creſc. 
1 


time, before the Canons of it were received in the Weſtern Church. Which 


is ſuppoſed to be the Reaſon, Why Zeſimus would not mention the Sardican, 


but called them the Vicene Canons; which Forgery was ſufficiently dereQ-" 


ed by the African Biſhops. And it is the worſt of all Excuſes, to lay the 
Blame of it (as you do) on the Pope's Secretary; for, Do you think Pope 
Zofimus was ſo careleſs of his Buſineſs, as not to look over the Commonitori- 
um, Which Fauſtinus carried with him? Do you think Fauſtinus would not 
have corrected the Fault when the African Biſhops boggled ſo at it? What 
made him ſo unwilling that they ſhould ſend into the Faſt to examine the 


Nicene Canons, but intreated them to leave the buſineſs wholly with the Pope, 
if he were not conſcious of ſome Forgery inthe Buſineſs 2 But, you ſay, as 
P. 195. a further Pleain Zoſimus's Excuſe, T hat the Council of Sardica was an Appen- | 


dix to the Nicene Council rather than otherwiſe. An excellent Appendix, made 
at two and twenty Years diſtance from the other, and called by other Em- 
perors, conſiſting of many other Perſons, and aſſembled upon a quite dif- 
ferent Occaſion. If this had been an Appendix to the Nicene Council. How 
comes that to have buttwenty Canons 2 How came Atticus and Cyrillus not 


to ſend theſe with the other? How come all the Copies of Councils and Ca- 


»ons to diſtinguiſh them? How came they not to be contained in the Coe 


of Canons, produced in the Council of Chalcedon, in the cauſe of Baſſianus and 


Stephanus 
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Stephanus > If this were the ſame Council, becauſe ſome of the ſame things 
were determined. How comes that in Trallo not to be the ſame with the 
6 Oecumenical > How comes the Council of Antioch not to be an 4 pendix 


to the Council of Nice, if this was, when it was celebrated before this, and 


the Canons of it inſerted inthe Code of Canons owned by the Council of Chal- 
cedon 2 So that by all the Shifts and Arts you can uſe, you cannot excuſe 
Zoſimus from Impoſture in ſending theſe Sardican under the Name of the 


Nicene Canons, And, on what Account the Pope falſiſied the Canons then, 


is apparent enough, vx. for the advancing the Intereſt of his See; and this 
the African Fathers did as uy diſcern afterwards, as we do now. Bur by 
this we ſee, What good. Foundations the Pope's Claim of Supremacy had then, 
and what Arts (not to ſay Fraud) they were beholding to for ſetting it up, 
even as great as they have ſince made uſe of to maintain it. * 
* 


— 
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+ Of the Title of Univerſal Biſhop. 


| 1 * 8 

In what Semſe the Title of Univerſal Biſhop was taken in Antiquity. A three- 
fold Acceptation of it; as importing 1. A general Care over the Chriſtian 
Churches which is attributed to other Catholick Biſhops by Antiquity, befides 
the Biſhop of Rome, as is largely proved. 2. A peculiar Dignity over the 
Churches within the Roman Empire. This accounted then Oecumenical, 
thence the Biſhops of the ſeat of the Empire called Oecumenical Biſhops : 
aud ſometimes of other Patriarchal Churches. 3. Noting Univerſal Ju- 
riſdiclion over the whole Church as Head of it, ſo never given in Antiquity 
to the Biſhop of Rome. The ground of the Conteſt about this Title between 
the Biſhops of Rome and Conſtantinople: Of the Proceedings, of the 
Council of Chalcedon, about the Pope's Supremacy. Cf the Grammatical 
and Met aphorical Senſe of this Title. Many Arguments to prove it impoſ- 
fible that S. Gregory ſhould underſtand it in the Grammatical Senſe. The 
great Abſurdities conſe 1. it. S. Gregory's Reaſons proved to hold 
againſt that Senſe of it which is admitted in the Church of Rome. Of 
©Irenzus his Oppoſition to Victor. Victor's excommunicating the Aſian 
_ Biſhops, argues no Authority he had over them. What the more powerful 
Principality in Irenæus is. Ruffinus his Interpretation of the 6. Nicene 
Canon vindicated. The Suburbicary Churches cannot be underſtood of all 
the Churches in the Roman Empire. The Pope no Infallible Succeſſour of 
S. Peter, nor ſo acknowledged to be by Epiphanius. S. Peter had no Supre- 

macy of Power over the Apoſtles. | 


* 


| H Lordſhip having ufidertaken to give an Account, How the Popes 


roſe by degrees to their Greatneſs under the Chriſtian Emperours ; in 
proſecution of that, neceſſarily falls upon the Title of Univerſal Biſbop af- 


fected by John the Patriarch of Conſtantinople, and condemned by Pela- 


gins IL. and Gregory I. This youcall a trite and beaten way, becauſe I ſup- 
poſe the Truth is ſo plain and evident in it; but withal, you tell us, This 
0bjetion hath been ſatisfied a hundred times over; if you had ſaid, the ſame 
Anſwer had been repeated ſo often over, you had ſaid true; bat if you ſay, 


that it hath been at isſed once, you ſay more than you are able to defend, 


25 will evidently appear by your very unſatisfactory Anſwer, which at laſt 
you give to it. So that if none of your Party have deen any wifer than 


yout 
2 
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your ſelf in this matter; I am ſo far from being ſatisfied with what they ſay, 
that I can only pity thoſe Perſons, whoſe Intereſt 1ways their Underſtand- 
ings ſo much (or at leaſt their Expreſſions) as to make them ſay any thing 
that ſeems to be for their Purpole, though in it ſelf never 1o ſenſeleſs or un- 
reaſonable. And I can ſcarce hold my ſelf from ſaying with the Orator,when 
a like ObjeCtion to this was offered him, becauſe Multitudes had ſaid fo, 
Quaſi verd quidquam fit tam valde,quam nihil ſapere, vulgare, That Truth and 


LAM 


as you are fain to make, if they would but uſe any Freedom in enquiring, 
and any Liberty of judging when they had done? But when once Men have 
given (not to ſay ſold away) the exerciſe of their free Reaſon, by addicting 
themſelves to a particular Intereſt, there can ſcarce any thing be imagined 
ſo abſurd, but it paſſeth currently from one to another, becauſe they are 
bound to receive all blindfold, and in the ſame manner to deliver it to 
others. By which means it is an eaſie matter, for the greateſt Nonſenſe and 
Contradictions to be ſaid a hundred times over. And, Whether it be not fo 
in the preſent caſe, isthat we are now to enquire into. And for the ſame 

and the Truth clearly appear; I ſhall in the firſt Place ſet down, What his 

Lordship faith, and then diſtinctly examine What you reply in Anſwer to 

it. Thus then his Lordship proceeds. About this Time brake out the Ambi- 
P. 78. ion of John Patriarch of Conſtantinople, affecting to be Univerſal" Biſhop. He 

was countenanced in this by Mauricius the Emperor, but ſowrely oppoſed 5 Pe- 
lagius and S. Gregory : Inſomuch that S. Gregory plainly ſays,That this Pride 
of his ſhews that the Times of Antichriſt were near. So as yet (and this was 
near upon the point of fix hundred Tears after Chriſt) there was no Univerſal 
Biſhop : no one Monarch over the whole Militant Church. But Mauricius being 
depoſed and murthered by Phocas ; Phocas conferretl upon Boniface the Third, 
that very Honour which two of his Predeceſſors had declaimed azainſt as mon- 


L. 4 ep. 78. 


two Popes, Pelagius and S. Gregory erred in this weighty Buſineſs, about an U- 
niverſal Biſhop over the whole Church: Or, if they did not err, Boniface and 
the reſt, which after him took it upon them, were in their very Predeceſſors Judg- 
ment Antichriſtian. Before you come to a particular Anſwer, you think it 
P. 196. n. 1, 2, neceſſary to make a way for it, by premiſing two Things. 1. That the Ti- 
tle of Univerſal Bishop, was anctently attributed to the Biſhops of Rome; but 
they never made uſe of it. 2. That the ancient Biſhops of Conſtantinople ne- 
ver intended by this uſurped Title, to deny the Pope's Univerſal Authority, even 
over themſelves. Theſe two things I shall therefore conſider, becaule they 
tend much to the clearing the main Controverſie. I begin therefore with 
the Title of Univerſal Biſhop, attributed to the Biſhop of Rome; and before 
| Tanſwer your particular Allegations, we muſt more fully conſider, in what 
Senſe that Title of Univerſal Biſhop was taken in Antiquity, and in what 
manner it was attributed to him. For when Titles have different Senſes, and 
thoſe ſenſes evidently made uſe of by the ancient Writers, it is a moſt unrea- 
ſonable thing meerly from the Title to infer one determinate Senſe, which 
is the molt contrary to the current of Antiquity. The Title then of Unzver- 
ſal Biſhop,may be conceived to import one of theſe three Things. 1. Ageneral 
Care and Solicitude over all the Churches of the Chriſtian World, 2. A peculiar 
Diznity over the Churches within the Empire. 3. Univerſal Juriſdiftion over all 
Churches,ſo that all exerciſe of it in the Church is derivative from him as Un:- 
verſal Paſtor and Head of the Church. This laſt is that which you attribute to 


the 


Reaſon are the greateſt Nove/ties in the World. For ſeriouſly, Were it poſſible 
for Men of common Underſtanding, to reſt ſatisfied with ſuch pitiful Shifts 


Ends which you propoſe to your ſelf,viz. that all Obfearit may be taken away, 


ſtrous and blaſphemous, if not Antichriſtian. Where, by the way, either theſe - 
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Pop: ; and though you find the name of Univerſal Biſhop a hundred Times 
overs in the Records of the Church, yet if it be taken in either of the two 
former Senſes, it makes nothing ar all to your purpoſe Our Buſineſs is there. 
fore now, to ſhew, that this Title was uſed in the Church in the two former 
Senſes; and that nothing from hence can be inferred for that Oecumenical Pa- 
forſhip,which you ſay, doth, of Divine Right, belong to the Biſhop of Rome. 
I begin wich the Fit, as this Title may import a general Care and Solicitude 9. 2. 
over all the Chriſtian Churches and I deny not but in thisSenſe this Title might 
be attributed in Antiquity to the Biſhop of Rome; but then J aſſert, that no- 
thing peculiar to him gan be inferred from hence, becauſe Expreſſions import- 
ing the ſame care, at᷑e attributed to other Biſhops, eſpecially ſuch who were 
placed in the greater Sees, or were active in promoting theChurch's Intereſt, 
For which we mnſt.confider, that Power and Authority in the Biſhops of the 
Church, is given with an immediate reſpect to the good of the whole Church; 
ſo that if it were poſſible that every particular Biſhop could take care of the 
whole Church, they have Authority enough by their Function to do it. But 
it not only being impoſſible that every Biſhop ſhould do it, but it being in⸗ 
conſiſtent with Peace and Order, that all ſhould undertake it; cherefbre it 
was neceſſary that there ſhould be ſome Reſtraints and Bounds Jet, for the 
more convenient Management of that Authority which they had. From hence 
came the Original of particular ioceſes, that wirhin ſuch a Compaſs they 
might better exerciſe that Power which they enjoyed. As if many Lights 
be placed in a great Room, though the Intention of every one of theſe is to 
give Light to the whole Room; ꝓet that this might the better bg done, theſe 
Lights are conveniently placed. in the ſeveral Parts of it. And this is that 
which S. Cyprian means in that famous Expreſſion. of his, That there js but 
ane Biſhoprick in the whole World, a part of which is held by every Biſhop ; For 
the Church in common is deſigned as the Dioceſe of all Biſhops, which is ſet 
out.into ſeveral Appartiments for che more advantageous governing of it. As 
a Flock of many thouſand Sheep, being committed to the care of many Shep- 
herds, theſe all have anEye to the good of the whole Flock, but do not there- 
fore fir all tagether in one Place to over-ſec it, but every one hath his Share to 
look after, for the benefit of the Whole : But yet 10 that upon occaſion, 
one of them may extend 1 beyond his own Diviſion, and may be ve- 
ry uſeful for the Whole, by Counſel and Direction. Thus we ſhall find it 
was in the Primitive Church; though every Biſhop had his particular Charge, 
yet ſtill they regarded the common Good of the whole Church, and upon 
Occaſion did extend their Counſel and Advice far beyond their particular 
Churches; and exerciſed their Functions in other Places beſides thoſe, which 
the Church's Covenience had alloted to them. Hence it was, that Diſſenti- Euſch ; 
ons ariſing between the 4fran and Roman Churches, Polycarp comes to Rome, cap. 34. f 
and there, as.Euſebius from Trenzus tells us, He exerciſed with Auicetur his Not. in l. 
Conſent, his Epiſcopal Function. For, as Valeſius obſerves, it cannot be un- 
derſtood, as Franciſeus Florens would have it, of his W the Euchariſt 
from Anicetus, but ſomething of Honour is implied in the Word my: 30/ynow, 
whereas there was nothing but what was common in the other. Hence 
the ſeveral Epiſtles of Ignatius, Polycarp, Trenzus, and others, for the advi- 2 
ſing, confirming, and ſettling Churches. Hence Jrenæus concerned himſelf Eaſeb.l.4c. 25. 
ſo much in the Buſineſs between Victor and the Afran Churches, either to pre- 
vent, or tepeal his Sentence of Excommunication againſt them. Hence 
S. Cyprian writes into Spain about the depoſing Bafilides and Martialis, two 
Apoſtatizing Biſhops; and checks Stephen Biſhop of Rowe, for his inconſi- 
derate reſtoring them. Hence, Fauſtus Biſhop of Lyons writes to S. Cy- cypr. . 57. 
| * B prian, 
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prian, in the caſe of Martianus of Arles, and he writes to Stephen, as being 


nearcr, and more concerned inthe Buſineſs of Novatian;ſm (tor the Honour 
of his Predeceflors) in order to his Depoſition; yet ſo, as he looks on it as 
à common Caule belonging to them all (cas rei noſtrum eft conſulere & [ub- 
venire, frater chariſime in which they were all bound ro adviſe and help. Hence 
S. Cyprian writes to the Biſhop of Rome, as his Brother and Colleague, with. 
out che leaſt Intimation of deriving any Juriſdiction from him, but often 
expreſſing that Charge which was 7 to every Biſhop, which he muſt 
look to as mindful of the Account he muſt give to God. Hence Nazianzey 
ſaich of S. Cyprean, That he not only governed the Churches of Carthage and 
Africa, But all the Weſtern Parts, and even almoſt all the Eaſtern, Southern, 
and Northern too, as far 4s his Fame went. Hence Arſenius Writes to atha. 


naſius, We embrace Peace and Unity with the Catholick Church, over which 


thou, through the Grace of God, daſt prefide. Hence Gregory Nazianzen faith 
of Athanaſius, That he made Laws for the whole Earth. Hence S. Bafil wtites 
to him, That he had care of all the Churches, as of his own ; and in the ſame 
Epiſtle calls him, The Head and chief over all. Hence S. Chryſoſtom in the 
praiſe of Euſtathias the Patriarch of Antioch, faith, That he was inſtructed 
by the Divine Spirit, that he was not only to have care of that Church over 
which he was ſet, but of the whole Church throughour the World. Hence came 
the great Endeavours of Theophilus and Cyril, Patriarch of Alexandria, of 
Euſebius Vercellenſis, Hilarius Pictavienſis, and ſeveral others, for rooting 
out of Hereſies ; nor confining themſelves to thoſe Provinces alloted to them, 
but extending their care over other Churches. Hence came frequent Ordi- 
nations of Perſons out of their own Dzoceſes, as of Paalinus at Antioch by 
Lucifer Calaritanus, of many Biſhops in Syria and Meſopotamia by Euſebius 
Samoſatenus ; and of a Presbyter at Bethieem by Epiphanius; who whenhe 
was quarrelled at by John of Hieruſalem for it he defends his Action by his 
ſaying, That, In Sacerdotio Dei nulla tſt diverſitas, i. e. whete-ever a Biſhop 
was, he might exerciſe his Power as ſuch, although the Churches Prudence 
had ſet Limits to their ordinary Juriſdiction. From theſe Things then we 
ſee, that a general Care and Solicitude of the Univerſal Church, doth belong 
to every Biſhop, and that ſome of them have been expreſly 1aid to have 
had the care of the whole Church, which in other Terms is to ſay, They 
were Univerſal Biſhops. So that from this Senſe of the Title, you gain nothing 
ro your purpoſe, though the care of the Univerſal Church be attributed 
to the Bilhop of Rome, though he acts and calls Councils, and orders other 
things out of his own Province, yet all this proves not the Sapremacy you 
intend ; for this is no more than other Biſhops did, whom you will not ac. 
knowledge to be Fleads of the Church, or Univerſal Biſhops in that Senſe, 

2. An Univerſal Biſhop denotes a peculiar Dignity over the Churches with. 
in the Roman Empire: For which, two things will be ſufficient to manifeſt 


it. 1. That the Roman Empire was then accounted Univerſal. 2. That ſome 


Biſhops in the Great Churches, were on that account called Oecumenical or 


Univerſal Biſhops. 1. That the Roman Empire was then accounted Univer- 


ſal; for which Multitudes of Teſtimonies might be cited, in which orbit 
Romanus, and orbis Humanus were looked on as Synonymous ; thence Trebel- 
lius Pollio in Macrianus, qui ex diverſis partibus orbis Romani reſtituant': 
and as Salmaſius Witneſſeth in thoſe Writers of the Imperial Hiſtory ; molt 
of the ancient AS S. for orbis Romanus have orbis Humanus ; for, as he 
ſaith, Ea glorid fuerund Romani, ut totum orbem ſuum vocarent; hinc orbis 
Romanus paſſim apud auftores reperitur pro univerſo orbe ; thence they cal. 
led the Roman People, Omnium gentium victorem; and from hence Ammia. 
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Canet g Chale: on in a Letter Ne, in the 2 ite Council of Cons 
hn BY e {ub = on Biſhop f Nicopb polis, e Fogo natus 
the Meer, Baſil z yaunger, and Balſamon 2 To the firſt I An- 
ſwer, 1. That this 10 * ot given by the Council of Chalcedon. 2. If 
it had, no more was giveſſ he Biſhop of Rome, than tothe Biſhogs of 
Patriarchal Cburebes, 1. That this Title was not given by the Gem 
Council of Chalcedon; his 1 know Gregory I. in his Epiſtſes about this 
ject, repeats uſque ad nauſeam, That the Title of Untiverſal Biſhop was 6 8 
to the Biſhop of Rome by the Council of Chalcedon an 8 2har he refuſed I; 
there is as little Evidence for the one as the other. har the Title of ( 
menical Patriarch was attributed to the 8060 N of Rome by ſome pat 
read and received in that Council, I deny not, but "4 mult conſider the 
Perſons who did- it, and the occaſion of it. The Perſons were, ſuch who 
Concil.Chalced, came to inform the Council againſt Diaſcorus the Patrigrch of Alexandria, 
42. 3. part. 3. and they were no other an Athanaſius, a Presbyter, Theodorus and Iſtty- 
„ two Deacons, and Sophronius a Laict of Alexandria: Now theſe Perſons 
not in a Letter (agyou relate it) but in their Bills exhibit&@to the Council 
againſt Diaſcorus give that Title of Oecumenical Patriazeh © Archbiſboy to 
Leo the Biſhop een And is this now the r made Title of 
Unjverſal Biſhop b y the Council of Chalcedong Bur you lay, 71%, 5 was: 705 
ted into ble AE; of the Council? I grant wt: but on nt? Not 
with any reſpect co the Title, but às containing be ec > Fug againſt Di- 
oſcorus. But ES do any of che Biſhops of tha 85 attribute that 
Title to Leo? Which of them mentions it in their 950 cript it to the Depo- 
ſition of Dioſcorus, tho nag of them ſpeak expreſly of Leo and Agate 
lius together with the ſame Titles of our to them both + W 955 did not 
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the Council ſuperſcribe their Synodical Epiſtle to Pope Leo with * Tide ? 
Bin. met. in So jingeed Binius rather ſuppoſes chey hc ould have done, than proves they 
— ever did it? And that only from Gregory's Epiſtle: (not Leos as he miſtakes 
| P. 362. it) to Eu 2 her he mentions this Offer, but what Grounds we 
| have ſeen a But ſuppoſe, 2. 'We ſhould grant, arcs cee of | 
|  Chileedon oute have older the Title of Oecumenical Patriargh ox; Biſb 2 5 
| to the Biſhop of Rome ; there are nane who underſtagd any Thits of 
Nature of that Title, or the Proceedings of chat Council, ocan imagine | 
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they ſhould intend any Acknowledgment of the Pope's Supremacy by it. 
For the Title it ſelf as to the Importance of it was common to other Bi- 
ſhops, eſpecially of the Patriarchal Sees, as I have proved by ſopne Inſtances 
1 already, and might, 2 a by more ; 75 but I ſhall conte my {elf with the 
ous,.Confeſhon , of Sim. Vigprius; That when 
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ndrinnt, At 
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their 16 Seſſon, chꝭð Cob, and their . Epiſtle co pope Leo, thy 2 


deſigned the Advgneemegt of the See of onftant irtople, to equal. Privileges 


2 rhas of Rome. And therefore if they gave che "I the Title of Occa- + 


menicul Patriarch, or Biſhop, t Was that he might be wil ng chat the Patri- 


arch of Conſtantinople might de called I e And if, 288 ſaith, - 


che . of Rome would not actept the N Urverfal Biſhop, the trueſt 
«account 1 know of it, is, leſt the Patriarch of Canftantinople ſhould ſhare 
with him in & ; but we (ee when the great Benefafor to your Church, the 
Benign Phocas, as Gregory Himſelf ſtiles him, 0 it to the Biſhop of Rome 
alone, "then Hands and Heart, and all Were ready to receive it. And I much 
fear Lev . and St. Gre ee would Rave deen ſhrewdly tempred to 
. receive it, if it had b offered them upon choſe Terms, that no one elſe 
ſhould have it beſides them; but they ſcorned it till they could have it 


alone. And fot All their Dedlamations againſt the Priae of Anatolits and 


Jeln, Patriarch of Coltſtgntinople, they muſt look very favourably on the 
Actions of tho two Popes, ae diſcern not their own Pride in condemn- 
ing of the em fox ic. For uſually Men ſhew ix as much in ſuſpecting or con- 
demning vithieesfor it, as in any other way whatſdeßer. Thus it was in 
theſe Perſons 3 chey thoughtithe Patriarchs of Conſtantinople proud and ar- 
cgant, hecuſe they 
own 1 eater Pride, 75 
feared, it Was, thivir Define advante their owh Sapremacy,"which-made 
them quartol-ſdm uch With Anatolias, and febn,. a rid” For would 
they bur have beet — to trückle under the Roman Bilhops'they 
had been ach gunted very meck and humble Men. And St. Gregory him- 
ſelf, would . 7 have though t much to have called them ſo; who moſt 
abominably flatters that LD Fhocat, after the Murdet of Mauricias and 
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terra) Jet the Feagens rejyce and hh. > 3'of be lag. and all the People which _ 
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O rare Phocas! Could he do any leſs than ptoniounge the Biſhop of. Rome . 
Univerſal Biſhop after. this, when poor Cyriacus af Com antinopls ſuffered 
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1 ia demum eis uidentur edifla & 8 5 a 
E a in rem ſuam faciunt, reliqua nons and Councils which male for their Intereſt, but 


pire decaying there; but now, there Was ahi time to do ſomething for 
the Honour of the Roman See; Cyriacus was in Dilgrac& wirh the J yrant 
Fhocas ; and no ſuch time as now to fall in with him and careſs him ; and 


we ſec Gregory did it pretty well for a Saint, but he lived not to enjoy the 


Benefit of it; but Boni face did however. 


After the Patriarchate of Conſtantinople was erected, the Popes had a 


double Game to play, to advance themſelves, and depreſs that, which it 


was very hard for them to do, becauſe all the Eaſtern Biſhops, as well as 
the Emperour favoured it. But after equal Privileges were deereed to 
the Patriarch of Conſtantinople with the Biſbop of Rome, by the Council of 
Conſtantinople, they could no longer diſſemblè their Choler; but had no 
ſuch occaſion miniſtred to them to expreſs it as after the Canon of the 
Council of Chalcedon, (wherein were preſent 630 Bzſhops).; which confirmed 
the former. For then Leo fumes and frets and writes to Martianus, and 
Pulcheria, to Anatolius and the Biſhops of the Eaſt ; but ſtill pretends 
that he ſtood up for the Privileges of the other Patriarchs and the Nicene 
Canons, and what not? But one might eaſily diſcern what it was that 
pinched him, viz. the equalling the Patriarch of Conſtantinople with him-- 
ſelf. Which it is apparent he ſuſpected before, by the Inſtructions he 
gave his Legats Paſchaſinus and Lucentius, to be ſure to oppoſe whatever 
was propoſed in the Council concerning the Primacy of that See” And 
accordingly they did ; and complained that the Canon was ſurrepritiouſly 
made. Which they were hugely overſeen in doing while the Council fat, 
for upon this the whole matter is reviewed, the Judges ſcan the Buſineſs, 
the Biſhops proteſt there were no Practices uſed ; that they all voluntarily 
conlented to it; and all this in the Preſence of the Roman Legats? How 
comes it then to paſs that this ſhould not be a regular and conciliar Action? 
Were not the Biſhops at Age to underſtand their own Przwileges'? Did 
not the Biſhop of Antioch know his own Intereſt as well as Pope Leo? Muſt 
he be ſuppoſed more able to underſtand the Nicene Canons than theſe 
630 Biſnops? Why then was not this Canon as regular as any other? Why 
ſorſooth, The Pope did not conſent to it. So trus is that ſharp Cenſure of 
| Ludovicus Vives, that, thoſe are:accounted lawful Ca- 


nan pluris  flimands quam cnroentum mt others are no more eſteemed than 4 Company of tatling 
llereularum in textrina vel thermis, Lud. Goſſips. But whar made the Pope ſo angry at this 


Vives in Aug. de Civit. Dei 1. 20. cap. 26. 


B'n. not. in 
Chalced, Con. 


p. 56r. 


Canon of the Council of Chalcedon ꝰ He pretends the 
Honour of the Nicene Canons, the preſerying the Privileges of other Patri- 
archs ; But Binius hath told us the true Reaſon of it; becauſe, they ſay, that 
the Primacy of Rome came, by its being the ſeat of the Empire; and therefore 
not by Divine right ; and ſince Conſtantinople was Become the Seat of the Em- 
pire too, therefore the Patriarch there ſhould enjoy equal Privileges with the 
Biſpep of Rome. If Rome had continued ſtill the ſole Seat of the Empire, 
this Reaſon would not have been quarrelled at; but now Rome ſinking 
and. Conſtantinople riſing, this muſt not be endured ; but all the Arts and 
Devices poſſible muſt be uſed to keep it under. And this is the true Ac- 
count of the Pigue which the Biſhops of Rome had to the Patriarehs of Con- 
ſtantinople From whence we may eaſily gueſs how probable it is that 
this Council of Chalcedon did acknowledge the Pope Oecumenical Biſhop in 
any other Senſe than they contended the Patriarch of Conſtantinople was ſo 
too. And the ſame” Anſwer will ſerve. for all your following Inſtances. 
For, as you pretend that the Council of Conſtantinople ſub Menna did call 
Pope Agapetus Oecumenical Patriarch, fo it is moſt certain that it calld 
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. Chap. Vi, 


or Meanas the Patriarch of Cos ſtantinople ſo too. And which is more, 44ri- 
t au L. in his Fulle to I hargſius of Conſtantinople in the ſecond Nicene Coun- 
ad cl, calls him Univerſal Biſbop. If therefore the Greek Emperors and Bal- 
he ſamon call the Pope 10, they import nothing peculiar to him in it, becauſe it 


ther- 2% That the Biſpops of Conſtantinople never intended to deny by this P. ige n. + 


which the Biſhop of Reme had as che chief Patriarch, and who on that ac- 
count had great Authority in the Church, and this your Taſtances prove, 
that the Patriarchs of Cenſtantinople did acknowledge to belong to the 
Pope: but if by Unzver al Authority be meant Vuiverſal Juri ſalidion our 
the Church, asappointed the Htadof it by Chriſt,” then, not ane of your In- 


= 
- 


ſtances comes near the Shadow of a Proof  forrites on ie  o 
Thus haying conſidered what you premiſe,” we come ro-your Anſwer it 4 6. 

ſelf. For which you tell us, Me are to tate notice, that the Term ¶Uutverſal "19 * 3. 
Biſhop | is capable f two Senſes ; dhe one Grammatical, the other e e — 
cal. In the Grammatical Senſe is ſignifies 2 the Univerſal Chutchy and 

of all Charches in 7 even to the Excliſlon of all otbers from being pro- 

perly Biſhops; and con m_"— diſplaceable at his Pleaſure ;" as being only his, 

not Chriſt's Officers ; and receiving Authority from him, and nat from Chriſt: In 
the Metaphorical Senſe, it fignifies only ſo high and eminent a Dignity above all 
other Biſhops throughout the whole Church, that though, he,” who ts file Uni- | 
verſal Biſhop, hath a true and real Superintendency,. Juriſdiftion, and Aut ho- 
rity over all other Biſhops, yet that they be as truly and properly. Biſhops in 
their reſpectiue Provinces and Dioceſes as he himſelf. | This being cleared (ſay | 
you) tisevident that St. Gregory when be-inveighs againſt: the Title off Uni= N-+ 
verſal Biſhop, takes it in'the Literal and Grammatical Senſes; Which you very 
faintly endeavour to prove out of him, as I ſhall make it preſently appear. 
This being then the Subſtance of chat Anſwer which you ſay hath been 
given a hundred times over, mult now oncé for all Fs a ſtrict and ſeyere 
Examination. Which it ſhall 8 tio Enquiries, . Whether 

it be poſlible to conceive chat St. Gregory ſhoulattake . Biſhop in 

the Literal and Gammatical Senſe? 2. Whether all the Arguments which 
he uſeth againſt that Title, do not hold againſt chat Univerſal Furiſilidliot : 


2 


vhich you attribute to the Pope as Head of the Church? % he” 
1. Whether it be poſſible to conceive that St. Gregory ſhould take 93 
Univerſal Biſhop inthe Literal and Grammatical Senſe which you give of it? * 
And he which can thigk ſo, muſt have ſome other way of, underſtanding _ © 
his meaning than by his Words and Arguments, which I confeſs Ido nor” 
pretend co. But if we examine them, we ſhall find how impoſſible it is 
that St. Gregory ſhould ever think that Joh» pretended to be the ole Bi- * 
ſhop of this World. 1. Becauſe Gregory ſaith, 1 hat ſame Title whith John * 4: 
bad uſurped was offered to the Roman Biſhops by the Council af Chalcedon 2 ** 
lu none of them would ever uſe it, becauſe it ſeemed to diminiſb the Honour of 
- other Biſ pops. Now I pray think with your ſelt, whether ever 630 Biſhops 
would conſent together to give away all their Power and Authority in the 2 
Church ꝰ For you fayy The Literal Senſe of. Univerſal Biſhop doth ſupboſe bim 
to be Bishop of all particular Churches, to the'Exclufion of all others from Being 


properly Bishops, andare all diſplaceable at his en Can it nw enter into 
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5 Of the Tule of Univerſal Bibi » Pat ll 


your Mind, that Gregory ſhould ever. think that theſe Biſhops ſhould all 
make themſelves the rope's Vaſſals of their own free Choke e lee cycn 
under the great Uſurpations of the Biſhop of Remedince, though they pre- 
tend (for all that I can fee) to be Oecumenical Biſhops in a WigherSente than 


ever John pretended to, that yet the Biſhops of the Roman Communion are 


not willing to ſubmit their Office Wholly t the Papa/ Juriſdiction; witneſs 
the ſtout and cager Conteſts of the Spaniſh Biſhops in the Conncibof Trent, 
about the Divine Inſtitution of the Epiſcopal Office, againſt the Pretences 
of the Italian Party. And ſhall we then think when the Popg was far from 

that Power which he hath ſince Uſurped, that ſuch a 
and reſolute Biſhops ſhould throw their Miters down 1c Pope 's Feet, and 
offer him in your /iteral Senſe, to be ſole Biſhop of the World 2 That they would 
relinquiſh their Power, which they made no Queſtion- they bad from 
Chriſt, and take it up again at the Popes Hands ? But whether yu can 
imagine this of ſo many Biſhops or no, Can you conceive that Gregor 
ſhould think ſo of them? and he muſt do it; if he tookathe Title of Ui. 
Greg.1.4 36. verſal Biſhop in your literal Senſe ; and yet this Gregory Nith, Hoc "Univer. 


fitatis nomen oblatum. eſt, That very Name of 'Univerſal Biſhop ung offered to. 


the Pope by the Council of Chalcedon; Sednullus unquam Deceſſorum meo- 

rum hoc tam prophano- Vocabulo uticonfenfit. Norhing then can be more 

plain, than that John took that which the Pope refuſed. And he that can 

believe that this Title ſnould ever be offered in this lireral Senſe, I deſpair 

without the help of Phy/ick to make him believe any thing. 2. This very 

| Title was not uſurped wholly by John himſelf, but was given him in a Coun- 

1 cil at Conſtantinople. This Gregory confeſſeth in his Epiſtle to Eulogius and 

Anaſtaſius the Parriarchs of Antioch and Alexandria, that 'about eight Tears 

© befare," inthe time 75 Pelagius his Predeceſſor, John called a Council at Con- 
+ ſtantinople in whzc 

but he confeſſeth elſewhere. that he effected it. And it appears. by the 

- Epiſtleof Pelagius himſelf writ on that Occaſion, that it was more than a 

Pelag. 2. g. 8. meer Endeavour, and that they did conſent to it; elſe, Why doth Pelagius 

cpa pn 7:4 fay, Quicguid in veſtro conventiculo ſtatuiſtis, Whatever they had deter- 

b mined in their Conventicle (as on this account Pelagius calls it, becauſe it 

wanted his Approbation)? And it is evident from Gregory's zealous Writing 

to the other Patriarehs about it, that they did not look on themſelves as 

ſo much concerned about ĩt. Now in this Council which met at Conſt anti- 

1 . nople, which was called together in the caſe of Gregory the Patriarch of 

TAS Antioch, all the Patriarchs either by themſelves ot Sub/tirmres were preſent, 

as Evagrius tells us, and not only the but ſeveral Metropolitans too; now 

if they had taken this in the Mreral Senſe, Can you think they would have 

yielded to it» Were not they much more concerned about it than either 

Pelagius or Gregory were? Eor they were near him, and were ſure to live 

under this uſurped Power of his, and to ſmart by itz if it were ſo great as 

you ſuppoſe it robe. But it is apparent by their yielding to it, they looked 

on it, to be ſure, not in thedzreral Senſe, and it may be às no mote thanthe 
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Honorary Title of Oecumenical Patriarch. 


9. 7. . How comes it to paſs. that none of the Sacceſſors df John and Cyriacus 
did ever challenge this Title in the Literal Senſe of it? For we do not ſee 


that they quitted it, for all ¶ Hhocas gave it to Pope Boniſach, ſince by your | 


own Confeſſion in the Greek Canon · Law, Siſinius, German, Conſtantine, Alexi- 

*us, and others are called Oecumenical Patriarchs: And it appears by the Epi- 

| ſi'esof Pelagius and Gregory, that was the Title which John had then given 
hid. him. Si ſummus Patriarcha Univerſalis dicitur, Patriarcharum 2 ceteris 
ARES LEO. Oo = „ 8 8 enegatur, 


| ulritude of! grave 


he endeavours to be called Univerſal Biſhop ; ſo Gregory: 
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W Of the Tue of Univerſal Buſby, © 


RT HE 4 a 7 
Eee * Palag ius. Si enim boc-dici licenyr⸗ permitti tur- nor Patria: 


at u, aich Gregory. From which Words I think it moſt pro- 
bable, the main Ambition of the Patriarehs of C ant ingple, was not 

mcerly thify would be called Oecumenical Patriarchs, b 2 Title 
ſnould erly belong to ſy as excluding others from it, -w 
that * the bilbep ps of Rois to the quick, becauſe then Cinftantinople” 


charum o 


140 much as Rome decayed by the Gppreſſionssof the Lombardi; 

rag comp inedof this to Conſtantia the Empreſs, that for ſeven and 
29 1 rg.ro 5 they had lived in Rome, inter Longobardorumt gl 4110 „. 1 
(among "is 5B gf the Lombardi) and this made them 1ſo-jealonsMhar the wo . 
Honour of the Ro See was then ſinking, and therefore they ickle ſp - 
much ap guat <his Ti "gre draw all the invidious Conſequences from it 
paſlible, e better rap the other Patriarchs againſt it; and becauſe that | 
would' tend far beyond the Patriarchs themieNes, 82 like. 1 
wile; That this was to make himſelf Upzver/al Biſhop. t certainlÿin 4 
ae Literal & Home 4 * 


for then Gregory would 2 Ah od 
is Title; in depriving ud have theiß wriſdidtion, nd 
me, A, putting in others at his Pleaſure; hi Nou lay, . 
iS Literal Senſe of foerlgy Biſhop. Bur: we read * 
£ Na re done either by Jahn riacus; they, acted no 2 * 
W cnjoft a higher Tiles And this is, provè * 
1 Emperor Maurict in this: Buſineſs: , . 
uri tesa ful nioaning J. ter to him about it, and uſeg/allthe Rberorich 5 
he had to perſwade the Emperor, that he would her AS ot coercere, 
incline or faxce him to lay aſide that arrogant Tiles Bur fot all this it ap. 
pears hy Gregory s Lettet to the Frapreſs, That the Rays had checked bin. | 


for meddling in it, and was 10 far from oppoſing the 


Patriatelf's O Title, chi that in eflect he bid him trouble him- * wi A eker, 


us” Dotninus | 


very I. And afcerwatds, when Cyriac M eted.  narefuduir, Greg. f 4. eh. 
John itConftintingple, che Emperor being me what fearful, leſt Gregory, 
at che coming in okga, new, un might, on the Iccount of this new WF 
Title, deny his Communic catory Letters, he diſpatches a Letter to him to 

quicken him about it. And he takes it very pg indly that che Emperor 
fonic ſuſpect his Iudiſcretion ſo e that for he fake of this Title, e 1. s. 
+ he faith, had eh nadie im, be ſbould den y Community in the Fatthwith* T% 


2 


him ; and yet in the { "Hg 0 0 hat ere the'T le! of Uni- E 

verſal Biſp (pop OW 9804 _ * of Antichriſt. Burt if this Na had p 

been apprehefided in 1 ob ou call, The Literal and Granjmitical Senſe, , © * 
05 rs. 2 ** 


him! in it? Whereas he plainly 9 * 
tells him, It was 4 Co eral about A frivolous Name, and De 99 nt Wh in s ſul i ee, pietar 


nothing elſe; and that there ou bt to be no dee among * nd IT "ſean j 332 
d e 8 Greg is put to © his Di- ace, ibi. Cen 
ſtinctions of t Harig of fr iuglous Things, ſome that are 2 55 e 7 Bret 
very harmleſs, and fon e'7ha are very Hurtful, ie, friyo- e 4. 4 4» 

lous Things gte, Each a as Are, frivalous,, or ſuch”. + + jt” 

as are not; for, N ho oo. per, that ſuch Things a8 dre vet W are 
frivolous > But lowevycr,S.Gregory ſpeaks excellent Senſe for His Lag i is, * 
chat the Tit le xt felf m3 ay be frrvolous but the Conſequences of it may begread-* 


ful, and fo we have f ww it ſince his 96s So that this appeats to be the tr 
tWeen 


. Would gor the Enperur heine commended'bf -Gregary co 
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ſelf no more WA. # : Which poor S. Gregory took bic, frame Hugh 7” 00k — 8 i 


4 4 * | * a 3 * 
416 A Of, the Title of Univerſal Brſhap „ Part l. c 
him, being Patriarch of the Thief Seat of the Empire, but in the means * : 
. challengerh no F7aiverſal Juriſdliction by virtue of thi Title: "© whichac. 


count the Emperor and Eaſtern Biſhops admit of it: On the other fie, the 1 
Biſhops of Rome, partly looking at tlitir own Intereſt in it (for. ir appears 7 
r 


= Wap - -- buy one of Gregory S Epiſtles to the Empefor, he ſu- C 
Nunquid ego has in re pliſime Domine pro- ſpected it to be his o Intereſt which he food fomuch Ul 

priam cauſans defendo dun ga ere, up for) and partly foreſeeing the dangerou vnſeguence 
injuriam vindico? Id. I. 4. ep. 37. 11 . . er quence a, 
Fae” of this, if Univerſal Furiſdittion wergychallEhped with /t 
it, the y Teſolutely oppoſe it, not meerh for the Title fake ur thargyhich + 1 Þ 
might flow upon that 737/e, raking it not in your Literal, but in your Me. . 
. + _ » taphorical Senſe, as ſhall ſhew preſently. But neither Party was ſo weak 1 
„ and ſilly, as to apprehend it in your Literal Senſe; for then neither would aj 
the Emperor ra iy 2 it, nor the Popes oppoſed it on thoſe Terms h 
wich they do, and oh ſuch Grounds which reach your Meraphiarical p 
: Senſe. o_ + . we FP S ; bY lad 7 
The ſame Title in the ſame Senſe \ ich"Gregory oppgſed. it, did Bini. a 
face accept of, from the Emperor Phocas. This you confels your ſelf, when h 
P: 199. ng. you ſay, That aff that Phocas did, was but todeclare that the Jide in conteft Ie 
| dit of right belong to the Biſhop of Rome only; therefore the fame Tirlgwhich Z 
N the P 2 os . onſtant inople, cook to himſelf before, Ys . gen by SA 
; » 2 Phocas, and taken by Pope Boniface. This then being confeljedby. you, let A 
me now ſeriouſſy ask you, Whether the Title of Ungzerſal Biſhop, which Fl 
; Pope Gregoty oppoſed, was to be taken in the GFammatical or Mgtaphorical h 
* Senſe 2. Take now, Whether of them you pleaſe; if 5 aphorical, V( 
all his Arguments hold againſt the Pope's preſent Univerſ; Juriſdiclion, by 0 
your own Confeſſion ; if in the L7teral and Grammatical, then Pope Boni. t 
Face had all thoſe Things belonging to him, which Gregory condemns that y 
Title for. Then by your on Confeſſion Pope e muſt be che Fore- « 
runner of Antichriſt, he muſt equal himſelf to 58 in Pride, he muſt have tl 
| #Frhat Name of Blaſphemy upon him, and all thoſe q adful Conſequeyces mult p 
attend him and all his Followers, Who own that Title of Untoer] 8B; Bo, 7 
3 in that which you call the Litteral or Grammatical Senſe gf it. i 
. c 6. Laſtly, It appears from S. Gregory himſelf, that the Negſons which he 0 
| urgeth againſt the Title of Unzverſal Biſhop, ate ſuch as hold againſt that 1 
which you call the Me?aphorical Senſe of it; which in ſhort is, An Univer- A 
al Paſtor exerciſing Authority and Juriſdiction ger the whole Church. And ſa 
Ii: is ſcarce poſſible to imagine, chat he ſhouldTpeak more clearly againſt dN 
ſuch an ci verſal Headlſpip than he doth; and urges Tucl Arguments againſt te 
0 it, Which properly belong to that Metaphoriea Semje of it. As when he y 
MIT he, 2 A. Fl Ws {: ich to John the Patriarg Flut wilt thou auſwer to 01 
Ro i ww We. Chriflrhe Head of, the ͤ Cherchin the Day of MY + 
ru es, qui cunffa ejus membra ee, 60. Judgment, who doſt endeaugur r o ſubj ell all his Members R al 
* naris uni verſ. enen, to e the Name 1 4 B ſhop 2 What is V 
Greg-1-4- N ES” r , thee in theſe Words which dota: fully belong to to 

Pour Metaphorical Senſe of Head of the Church 2 Dotit not ſubjctt all 
. Chriſt's Members to him? Doth he not challenge to Hiniſelf proper Fariſdi- q1 
| - © Ron over then What then will he he able to anſwer rot wp the Head of the d| 
M UniverſalC, harch, as St. Gregory.underſtandsit exclaſivẽ of Any other? Doth te 
— ignmot he ariſe to that heig hi of Singularity, that he is ſubjett di 
Ad tulmen tonatus off 1 to none, but.rules overall? yet cheſgarethe very Words y. 

pere, ut & nulli ſubeſſe & ſons, ompibus © c IX Burns 

pre:ſſe videretur. Id ib, ble uſes; and, Can any MAP rely deſcribe your 0 
| Had of the Church thanitheſe do? Yerhefein he faith, ſo 
1 He imitates the Pridę of Lucifer, who, according to St. euer, endeavou, fo 
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Chap. VI. Of the Title of Univerſal Biſhop. an 7 


red to be the Head of the Church J. riumphant, as the Pope of the Church Mili- 
tant. And follows that parallel cloſe, That an Univerſal Biſhop imitates 
Lucifer "in exalting his Throne above the Stars of God: For (faith he) 
What are all the Brethren the Biſhops of the Univerſal —_— : 
Church, but the Stars of Heaven 2 And after Parallels 3 I 
them with the Clouds, and ſo this terreſtrial Lucifer i RY "a 
aſcends above the Heights of the Clouds. And again, faith he, Surely the Apo- 

le Peter was the firſt Member (not the Head) of the Holy and Juiverſal Charch. 


Paul, Andrew, and John, Nhat are they elſe but the Heads 


ww C a | 
of particular C hurches > And yet they are all Members of — 1 81 5 3 1 
the Church under one Head. Can any thing be more clear Andrear,” Joamnes, quid aliud quam ſingu= 


againſt any Head of the Unzverſal Church, but Chriſt ä Et tamen ſub uno 
lanſelf 2 When St. Peter is acknowledged to be only a pite ernes ſunt membra Ecclefie, Ibid. 


rime Member of the Church; How then come his Succeſſors to be the 


ach of it? And, as he goes on, The Saints before the Law, under the Law, 


and under Grace, who all make up the Body of our Lord, they were all but Mem- 

bers of the Church, andnone of them would he called Univerſal. And, I pray, 

let his Holineſs conſider his following Words, Let eur Se 

Holineſs: acknowledge what Pride it is to be called by that "a Sutem Senfter, beter, quantum 
Name, which none 5 was truly holy was ever call'd by. ik 1. — — — 255 
And, Do you think now that theſe Expreſſions do not weraciter ſanus fuir., Ibid wy 
as properly reach your Head of the Church, as if they +, r 
had heen ſpoken by a Proteſtant againſt that Doctrine which you all own 2 
What is there in all this, that implies that others ſhould be yo Biſhops, but 
only Titular 2. Yes, they niay beas much Biſhops as you acknowledge them 


tobe, z. e. as to their power of Order, but not as to their Juriſdiction. For this, 


you ſay and defend, comes fromthe Head of the Church; or elſe your Mo- 
xarckical Government in the Church ſignifies nothing. Do not you make 
the Pope Unzverſal Paſtor of the Church, in as high a Senſe as any of theſe Ex- 
preſſions carry it? And when St. Gregory urges ſo often, 7hat if there be 
ſuch an Univerſal Biſhop, if he fails, the Church would fail too; Do you deny 
the Conſequence as to the Pope 2 Doth not Bellarmine tell us, when he writes 
of the Pope, he writes de ſumma rei Chriſtianæ, Of the main of all Chriſtia- 
vity, and ſurely then the Church muſt fail if the Pope's Supremacy doth ? 
And I pray now conſider with your ſelf, Whether this Anſwer which you 
ſay hath been given a hundred times over, can ſatisſie any reaſonable Man? 
Nay, Doth it not appear to be ſo abſurd and incongruous, that it is mat- 
ter of juſt Admiration, that ever it ſhould have been given once; and yet 
you are wonderfully diſpleaſed that his Lordſhip ſhould bring this Gbjecti- 
on upon the Stage again. But, Do you think your Anſwets, like your Pray- 


ert, will do you good by being ſaid ſo often over 2 Indeed therein they are 


alike, that they are both in an w#known Tongue. Your Literal Senſe of Uni» 
verſal Biſhop being in this caſe no more intelligible than your Latin Prayers 
to a Country Congregation. Aa WE. 1 EA 


Theſe things being thus clear, T have prevented my ſelf in the ſecond En- 
quiry, in that J have proved already, that the Reaſons which St. Gregory pro- 
ducerh hold againſt that Senſe of Univerſal Biſhop, which you own and con- 
tend for, as of right belonging tothe Biſhop of Rome. Although it were no 
difficult matter to prove, that, according to the moſt received Opinion in 
your Church, viz. that all Juriſdittion in Biſhops is derived from the Pope 
(which Opinion you cannot but know is moſt acceptable at Rome, and was 
ſo at the Council of Trent) that that which you call the Literal Senſe, doth 
follow your Metaphorical, i. e. If he N hath Univerſal Juriſcliction as 

ea 


Of the Title of Univerſal Biſhop. oy Part Il. 


Head of the Church, then other Biſhops are not properly Biſbops, nor Chriss 

Officers, but his. For what doth their I ower of Order ſignifie as to the Church 

without the Power of Juriſdiction!? And therefore, if they be taken only in 

par tem ſolicitudinis and not in pleaitudinem poteſtatis, according to the known 

diſtinction of the Court of Rome, it neceſſarily follows, that they are but 

the Pope's Officers,and are taken juſt into ſo much Authority as he commits 

Petlarm de to them, and no more. And this Bellarmine proves from the very Form of 

Pontif l. 4. the Pope's Conſectation of Biſhops, whereby he commits the Power of go. 

Be Eoncy, veruing the Church to him, and the Adminiſtration of it in Spirituals and Tem- 

Trid. 1.7. porals. And you may ice by the Speech of Father Laynez, in the Council of 

p. 6:4, Trent, how ſtoutly he proves that the Power of Jurisdiction was given wholly 

to the Biſhop of Rome, and that none in the Church beſides hath any ſpark of 

it but from him; that the Biſhop of Rome is true and abſolute 8 with 

full and total Power and Furiſdittion, and the Church is ſubjeft unto him, as 

it was to Chriſt. And, as when his Divine 777 did govern it, it could 

not be ſaid that any of the faithful had any the leaſt Power or Juriſdiction, but 

meer, pure, and total ſuljection; ſoit muſt be ſaid in all Sy wr of time, 

and ſo underſtood, that the Church is a Sheepfold anda Kingdom. And, that 

he is the Only Paſtor, is plainly proved by the Words of Chriſt, when he ſaid, 

he hath other Sheep which he will gather together, and ſo one Sheepfold ſhould 

be made, and one Shepherd. What think you now of the Literal Senſe of U. 

aiverſal-Biſhop, for the Only Biſhop 2 Are not the Only Biſhop, and the Only 

Paſtor all one ? Will not all thoſe Words of St. Gregory reach this, which any 

, of you make uſe of to prove, that he takes it inthe worſt and Literal Senſe 2 

Greg 1.4. nay, it goes higher. For Gregory only argues, that from the Title of Uni- 

157 — 69 verſal Biſhop he muſt be ſole Biſhop, and others could not be any True Bi- 

pPpops; but here it is aſſerted in plain Terms, that the Biſpop of Rome js the 

only Paſtor, and that as much as if Chriſt himſelf were here upon Earth, 

and therefore if your Literal Senſe hath any Senſe at all in it, it is much more 

| true of the Biſhop of Rome, than A 0 could be of 1 e of Con- 

5 ſtantinople. And therefore I pray think more ſeriouſly 

nn hog _— FR. of vice he ſaith, That to agree in that prophane Word, 

* Abſit & cordibus Chriſtianorum nomen i. is to loſe the Faith; That ſuch a blaſphemous Name 

fud Blaſphemie, in que emnium Sacera'® ſhould be far from the Hearts of Chriſtians, in which by 
tum honor admittitur, dum ab uno ſibi de- : l 

menter arrogatur. I. 4. ep. 32. the Arrogance of one Biſhop, the Honour of all is taken 

away. Neither will it ſerve your turn to ſay (which 

is all that you have to ſay) that this is not the definitive Sentence of 

your Church, but that many in your Church hold otherwiſe, That there 

is Power of Juriſdiction properly in Biſhops. For, although theſe latter 

are not near the Number of the other, nor ſo much in favour with your 

Church, but arc looked on as a diſcontented Party, as appears by the Pro- 

ceedings in the Council of Trent; yet that is not it we are to look after, 

What all in your Church are agreed on, but what the Pope challengeth as 

belonging to himſelf. Was not Father Laynez his Doctrine highly approv'd 

at Rome, as well as by the Cardinal Legates at Trent, and all the Italian Party? 

Were not the other Party diſcountenanced and diſgraced as much as might 

be? Doth not the Pope arrogate this to himſelf, to be Oecumenical Paſtor, and 

the ſole Fountain of all Juriſaliction in the Church 2 If ſo, all that ever S.Gre- 

gory ſaid againſt that Title, falls moſt heavily upon the Pope. For, S.Gregory 

doth not ſtand upon what others attributed to him, but what he arrogated to 

Steg. I. 4. Ep. himſelf, that therein, he was the Prince of Pride, the Forerunner of Antichriſt, 

12 58,39. fing a vain, new, raſh, fooliſh, proud, prophane, erroneus, wicked, Hypocritical, 

6 LP. 2. 24. f 
ſingular, preſumptuous, blaſphemous Name. For all theſe goodly — doth 
Gregor) 
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by himſelf. A thing which as it pleaſed him well enough, ſo both he and 
iis Succeſſors made great Advantage by it. For, being grown to that Ei- 
ence by the Emperor, and the greatneſs of that City and Place of his A- 
iz he found himſelf the more free, the greater the Tempeſt was, that beat 
upon che other: And then firſt he ſer himſelf to alienate the Hearts of the 
* 1/aliars from the Emperor. Next he oppoſed himſelf againſt him. And 
bout 4. O. 7 +0. Pope Conſtantine 1. did alſo firſt of all openly confront 
Phil;ppicusthe Emperor, in defence of Images, as Onuphrius tells us. After 
him Gregory 2. and 3. did the ſame by Leo Iſaurus. By this Time the 
Lader began to pinch very cloſe, and to vex on all Sides, not Italy 
only, but Rome alſo. This drives the Pope to ſeek a new Patron. And 
very fitly he meets with Charles Martell in France, that famous Warrior 
&* againſt the Saracens. Him he implores in Defence of the Church againſt 
& the Lombardi. This Addreſs ſeems very adviſedly taken, atleaſt it proves 
very fortunate to them both: For in ſhort time it diſſolved the Xingdom 
&« of the Lombards in Italy, which had then ſtood two hundred and fourYears, 
e which was the Pope's Security. And it brought the Crown of France into the 
* Houſe of Charles, and ſhortly after the Weſtern Empire: And now began 
the Pope to be great indeed. For by the Bounty of Pepin, Son of Charles, 
that which was taken from the Lombards, was given to the Pope. So that 
now of a Biſhop, he became a Temporal Prince. But when Charles the 
Great had ſet up the Weſtern Empire, then he reſumed the ancient and ori- 
ginal Power of the Emperor, to govern the Church, to call Councils, to or- 
der Papal Elections. And this Power continued in his Poſterity. For this 
right of the Emperor was in force and uſe in Gregory the ſeventb's time, 
* who was confirmed in the Popedom by Henry the fourth, whom he after- 
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Emperors had had Abilities enough to ſecure or vindicate their own Right. 


But the Pope keeping a ſtrong Council about him, and meeting with ſome 
weak Princes, and they oft-times diſtracted with great and dangerous 
Wars, grew ſtronger till he got the better. Sothis is enough to ſhew, How 


« 
N 


the Popes climbed up by the Emperors, till they over topt them, which is all 


{© ſaid before, and have now proved. And this was about the Year 1073 
Let was it carried in ſucceeding Times with great Changes of Fortune and 
2 «different 


«| 


ward depoſed. And it might have continued longer, if the ſucceeding. 
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a different-Succels. The Emperor ſometimes plucking from the Pope, and 


the Pope from the Emperor, winning and loſing Ground, as their Spirits, 


« Abilities, Aids, and Opportunities were, till at the laſt che Pope ſettled 
© himlelf upon the Grounds laid by Gregory 7. inthe great Power which he 
« gow uſes in and over theſe Parts of the ChriftiahWorld. To all this you 


return a ſhort Anſwer, in theſe Words; We deny not but that in Temporal t ow. 


P. 2co. 


P. 181. n. 13. 


P. 201. n. 6. 


er and Authority the Pope's grew great by the Patronage of C higftean Emperors, 
But what is this to the purpoſe? If he would h ve ſaid any bf he 
ſhould have proved that the Popes roſe by the Emperor's means to their Spiritual 
Authority and Tur iſdiction over all other Biſhops throughout the mhole Cat ho- 
lick Church; which is the only thing they claim jure Divino, and which is ſo an- 
nexed to the Dignity of their Office by Chriſt s Inſtitution that, were the Pope do- 
prived of all his Temporalties, yet could not his Spiritual Authority ſuffer the 
leaſt Diminution by it. But 1. Both his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe only contain an 
account of the 1 ope's temporal Greatneſs by the Patronage of Chriſtian Empe- 
rors 2 Doth ha not plainly ſhew,How the Uopes got their Power by rebelling, 
and conteſting with the Emperors themſelves, How they aſſumed to themſeves 
a Power to depoſe Emperors : and, Do they claim theſe things jure Divino 
too? 2. What you ſay of the Pope's Spiritual Authority, will then hold good 
when it is well proved; but bare aſſerting it, will never do it. We muſt there. 
fore have Patience till you have leiſure to attempt it. 

But in the mean time we muſt conſider, How you vindicate the famous 
place of Irenæus, concerning, as you lay, the Pope s Supreme Paſtoral Au- 
thority,from his Lordſhip's Interpretation. Yer, before we come to the 4y- 
thoriiy it ſelf, there are ſome light Skirmiſhes (as you call them) to be paſſed 
through; and thoſe are, concerning /reazus himſelf. ' For his Lordſhip 
faith, Ihat his Adverſary is much ſcanted of ancient proof, if Irenæus ſtand 


alone; beſides, Irenæus was a Biſhop of the Gallican Church, and a very un- 


likely Man to captivate the Liberty of that Church under the more powerful 
Principality of Rome. And hom can we have better Evidence of his Fudgment 

touching that Principality, than the Attions of his Life > When Pope Victo 

excommunicated the Aſlan Churches, dd elas, all at a blow, was not Irenæus the 
chief Man that reprehended him for it * A very anmeet and undutiful thing 
ſare it had been in Irenæus, in deeds to tax him of Raſbneſs and Inconſide- 
rateneſs, whom in Words A. C. would have to be acknowledged by him, the Su. 
preme and Infallible Paſtor of the Univerſal Church. To which youAnſwer, 
1. Tothe Liberty of the Gallicag Church As if (forſooth) the ſo muchtalked 
of Liberties of the Gallican eh, had been things known or heard of in 
St. Irenæus his Time; as though there were no difference between nor 
captivating the Liberty of that Church to Rome, and alerting the Liberties 
of the Gallican Church in her Obedience to Rome, yet tlieſe two mult be 
confounded by you to render his Lordſhip's Anſwer ridiculous ; which yet 
is as ſound and rational as your Cavil is vain and impertinent. But this 
you paſs over and fix 2. Upon his reprehending Pope Victor, vhere (ybu ſay) 
that Euſebius hath not a word importing Reprehenſion but rather a friendly and 
ſeaſanable Perſwaſiong® his Words are ace r c. he exhorts him after 
a handſome manner, as refledting on the Pope s Dignity, and clearly fhews that 
the Pope had of right ſome Authority over the Aſian Biſhops, and by conſequence 


» 
* 


over the whole Church. For otherwiſe it had been very abſurd in S. Irenæus to 


perſwade Pope Victor, not to cut off fromube Church, ſo many Chriſtian Pro. 
vinces, had he believed (as Proteſtants eontend beidid) that the Pope bad no 
Power at all to cut them off. Juſt as if a Man ſhould entneat the Biſhop of Ro- 
cheſter, wot to excommunicate the Archbiſhop uf Mork and all the Biſhops. off his 


Province; 
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Province, over whom he hath not any the leaſt Pretence of Tur iſditioh. "TAn. 

wer, that if you ſay, that Fuſebius hath not a Word importing Reprebenſſon, 

ic is a ſign you have not read what Euſebius ſaith. For, doth not he exprefly 

ſay, That the Epiſtles of ſame of the Biſhops are yet re- PP 

maining, in which they d ſeverely rebuke him? Among e, ene Tan{ird 

whom ( ſaith he) Irenæus was one, &c It ſeems, Irenæus was 77 Eras, * 1 . wols 

one of thoſe i who did ſc ſharply reprehend him ; A; 1. f. c. 24. 

but it may be, u would render πνν ee alen re, kiffing his Holineſs 

Feet, or, exhort ing him after a handſome manner ; and indeed, if they did it 

ſharply; they did it 201-4 1a ſuitably enough to what Victor deſerved for his ® 

ralh and inconſiderate Proceedings in this Buſineſs But 1 let you ſee 

how well theſe Proceedings of his were reſented in the riſtian World, 

Fuſebius tells us before, That Victor by his Letters did en * 

. declare thoſe of the Eaſtern Churches to FA excommunicate- M a4gi » Tg he Tarr” je 

and he preſently adde, But this did no ways pleaſe all the halt Vigo. ane pt = 4 

Biſhops ; wherefore (amaęare iu they chunterman- os %, 45a vs ggortiv. Euſeb. ibidd 

ded him, that he might mind the things of Peace and A 

Unity, and Brotherly Love. And will you {till render that Word too, by ex- 

hort ing him after an handſome manner, when even Chriſtopherſon renders it by 

magnopere adhortabantur, Valeſfus by ex adverſo hortati ſunt 2 And although 

theſe ſeem not to come up to the full Emphaſis of the Word, yet ſurely they 

imply ſomewhat of Yehemency and Earneſtne/s in cheir perſwading him as 

well as their being hugely diſſatis fied with what Victor did. I grant that 

theſe Perſons did refle (as you ſay) on the Pope, but not as you would have 

it on his Dignity, but on his Raſhneſs and Indiſcretion, that ſhould go about to 

caſt the Alan Churches out of Communion, for ſach a. Trifle as that was in 

Controverſie between them. But you are the happieſt Man at making In- 

ferences that I have met with : for, becauſe Irenæus in the Name of the Galli- 

can Biſhops, writes to Victor, not to proceed ſo raſhly in this Ation ; thence 

ou infer, that the Pope had of right ſome Authority over the Aſian Brſhops,and * 
Conſeguence over the whole Church. Might you not every Jot as well infer, 

that when a Man in Paſſion is ready to kill thoſe that ſtand about him; who- 
ever perſwades him not to do it, doth ſuppoſe he might lawfully have done 
it, if he would 2 But if thoſe Biſhops had ſo venerable an Eſteem (as you 
would perſwade usthey had) then of the Biſhop of Rowe, How come they 
to diſpute his Actions in ſo high a manner as they did? If they had looked 
on him as Unzverſal Paſtor of the Church, it had more become them to ſit ſtill 
and be quiet, than ſeverely to reprehend hi ho was alone able to judge 
what was fit to be done and what not in thoſe Caſes. If the Pope had call d 
them to Council to have known their Advice, it might have been their Duty 
to have given it him in the moſt bumble and ſubmiſſive manner that might 
be. But for them to intrude themſelves into ſuch an Office, as to adyiſe the 
Head of the Church what to do in a matter peculiarly concerning him, as 
thought he did not know what was fit ro be done himſelf ; merhinks you 
ſhould not imagine that theſe Men did act eon4e as became them, in doing 
it. Could they poſſibly in any thing more declare, ho ſittle they thought . 
neceſſary for all Churches to conform to that of Rome, wlien they plead for 
Diſſenters in uch a matter which the Pope had abſolutely declared himſelf 
about > And how durſt any of them ſlight the Thunderbolts which the Pope 
threatned them with? Yer not only Polycrates and the Affan Biſhops who 
joined with/him profeſs themſelves not at all affrighted ar them; but rhe 
other Churches looked not on themſelves as obliged to forſake their Commu- 
nion on that Account. I this be ſuch an Evidence of che Popc's Power 1 8 
+: | a | enſe, 
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ſenſe, Lam ſure it is a greater Evidence of his Weakneſs in another: It ſeems 
the Head of the Church began betimes to be troubled with the Fumes of Paſ. 
fion ; and it is a little unhappy, that the firſt Iuſtance of his Authority ſhould 
meet with ſo little regard in the Chriſtian World. If the Pope did begin to 
aſſume ſo early, you ſee it was not very well liked of by the Biſhops of other 
Churches. But it ſeems he had a mind to try his Power and the weight of 
his Arm; but for all his haſte, he was fain to withdraw it very patiently 
Valeſ. not. in again. Valeſius thinks that he never went ſo far as to excommunicate the 
Euſeb.1.5.£.24- Afran Biſhops at all, but the noiſe of his threatning to do it being heard by 
them, (ir ſeems the very preparing of his Thanderbolts amazed the World) 
Irenæus having call'd a Synod of the Biſhops of Gaul together, doth in their 
name writethat Letter, in Euſebius, to Victor to diſlwade him from it, and 
that it wrought ſo effectually with him, that he gave it over. And this be- 
endeayours to prove, 1. Becauſe Euſebius ſaith, he only endeavour'd to 
do it. But Cardinal Perron ſuppoſeth Euſebius had a worſe meaning than fo 
init; i. e. that though the Pope did declare them excommunicate, yet it took 10 
Effect becauſe other Biſhops continued ſtill in communion with them; and there- 
fore he calls Euſebius an Arrian and an Enemy to the Church of Rome, when 
yet all the Records of this Story are derived from him. 2. Becauſe the E- 
piſtles of Irenæus tend to perſwade him not to cut them off; whereas, if 
they had been excommunicate, it would have been rather to have reſtored 
them to Communion ; and that Photius ſaith, that Trenæus writ many Let- 
ters to Victor to prevent their Excommunication. But becauſe Euſebius 
Euſcb. ibid. faith expreſly, That he did by Letters pronounce them out of the Communion of 
Secr.l. 5. c. aa. the Church, the common Opinion ſecms more probable, and ſo Socrates un- 
derſtands it; bur ſtill I am to ſeek for ſuch an Argument of the Acknow- 
ledgment of the Pope's Authority then, as you would draw from it. Jes, 
ſay you, becauſe they do not tell him, He had no Authority to do what he did; 
which they would have done if they could without proclaiming themſelves Schiſ- 
maticts ipſo facto and ſhaking the very Foundation of the Churches Diſcipline 
and Unity. But all this proceeds from want of Underitanding the Diſcipline of 
the Church at that time; for Excommunication did not imply any ſuch a1. 
thoritative Act of throwing men out of the Communion of the whole Church, 
but only a declaring that they would not admit ſuch Perſons to commu- 
nion with themſelves. And therefore might be done by Equals to Equals, 
and ſometimes by Inferiours to Superiours. In Equals, it is apparent by Jo- 
hannes Antiochenus in the Ephefine Council excommunicating Cyril Patriarch 
of Alexandria; and I ſuppoſe you will not acknowledge it may be done by 
| Inſeriours, if we can produce any Examples of Popes being excommuni- 
cated ; and what ſay you then to the African Biſhops excommunicating 
— Rs ES Pope Vigilius as Victor Tununenſis an African Biſhop 
cba, domnatorum trium capitulorem liimſelf relates it: Will you ſay now that Victor ſ ex- 
Synodaliter a Catholici communione, reſer- communicating the Aſian * hurc hes argued his Autho- 
Tunundaf Cnc eu,. Vieor rity over them, when another Viclor tells us, That the 
. Chronic. p. 10. | f g f 
2 African Biſhops ſolemnly excommunicated the Pope 
himſelf 2 And J hope you will not deny but the Biſhop of Rocheſter might as 
well excommunicate the Archbiſhop of Tork, as thele Africans excommuni- 
cate the Biſhop of Rome. What ſay you to the expunging the Name of 
Felix Biſhop of Rome out of the Diptychs of the Church, by Acacius the Pa- 
triarch of Conſtantinople > What ſay you to Hilary's Anathema againſt Pope 
Liberius? If theſe Excommunicationsdid not argue juſt Power and Authority 
over the Perſons excommunicated, neither could Pope Yidor's do it. For 
it is apparent by the practice of the Church that Excommunication argued 
x | no 
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no ſuch Superiority in the Perſons who did it; but all the Force of it lay in 
the Senſe of the Church; for by whomſoever the Sentence was ptönounced, 
if all other Churches obſerved. it, (as moſt commonly they did while the 
Unity of the Church continued) then they were out of the Communion of 
the Carholick Church; it not then it was only the particular Declaration of 
thoſe Perſons or Churches who did it. And in this Caſe the Validity of the 
Pope's Excommunication of the Afian Biſhops depended upon the Acceptance 
of it by other Churches, which not conſenting to it, he could not throw 
them out of the Communion of the whole ChuFch, but only declare, that 
if they came to Rome, he would not admit them to Communion with him. * 
And therefore Ruffinus well renders that place in Euſebius out of Irenzus 
his Epiſtle, to Victor, f Od 7? A 7370 dmbriimnozr %,: By thieſe Words, 
Nunquam tamen ob hoc repulſi ſunt ab Ecclefie ſocietate, aut venientes ab 
illis partibus non ſunt ſuſcepti, 1o that :mC4zxw may as well ſignifie not to 
receive as to caſt out; for the Churches not receiving, is her caſting out. 
Thus, I hope, it is evident that his Lordſhip hath- received no Injury by 
theſe /ighter Stirmiſbes. CA» 
We now follow you into hotter Service; For you ſay, he ventures at laſt 0.12: 
to grapple with the Authority it ſelf, alledged by A. C. out of St. Trenzus 5 F. 21. 
where, in the firſt place, you wink and ſtrike; and let your Blows fall be- 
ſides him, for feat he ſhould return them, or. ſome one for him. Vou 
Quarrel with his Tranſlation of the Authority cited by him but that the 
Ground of this Quarrel may be underſtood, we muſt firſt enquire what 
his Lordſhip hath to ſay for himſelf. The Place of Irenæus is, To this 
Church (he ſpeaks of Rome), propter potentiorem prineipalitatem, for the 
more powerful Principality of it, "tis neceſſary that - * - ,, © © 
every Church, that is. the faithful, undique round aboar, 8 —4 or gg 4 1 1 
ſbould have recourſe. Now for this, (his Lordſhip- ue Ecdefian, i. e. (l qui ſunt undique 
ſaich) there was very great Reaſon in Irenæus his time, i : Inqul ſemper ab his 2 un- 
that upon any Difference ariſing in the Faith, Omnes 2 e 00D 
undique Fideles, all the Faithful, or, if you will, all the " 
Churches round about, ſhould have recourſe, that is, reſort to Rome being the 
Imperial City, and ſo a Church of M Principality, than any other 
at that time in thoſe Parts of the World. But this (his Lordſhip faith) 7 
not exalt Rome to be Head of the Church Univerſal. Here your Blood riſes, 
and you begin a moſt furious Encounter with his Lordſhip for tranſlating 
undique round about, as if ( fay you) St. Irenæus ſpake only of thoſe neighbour- 
ing Churches round about Rome, and not the Charthes throughout the World; 
whereas undique as naturally frgnifies, every where, and, from all Parts: wir- 
neſ Thomas l homaſius, where the word undique it thus Engliſhed, From all 
Parts, Places, and Corners, every where. Can you blame me now if I ſeck 
for a Retreat into ſome ſtrong hold, or if you will, ſome more powerful Prin- 
cipality, when I ſee ſo dreadful a Charge begun, with Thomas Thomaſius in 
the Front? You had routed us once before wich Rider, and other Engliſh 
| Lexicons; but it ſeems Rider had done Service enough that time, now that 
venerable Perſon Thomas T homafius muſt be upon Duty, and do his ſhare for 
the Catholick Cauſe. You ſomewhere complain how much Catholicks are 
ſtraitned for want of Books, Would any one believe you that find you fo. 
well ſtored with Thomas T homaſrus, Rider, andother Engliſh Lexicons > You 
would ſure give us ſome Cauſe of Sufpicion that there is ſome Jeſuits School 
taught in Exgland, and that you are the learned Maſter of it, by your being 
lo converſant in theſe worthy Authors. But although the Authority of 
J. Thomafius ſigniſie very little with us, yet that of the Greek 1 1 
| might 
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might do much more if we had the Original Greek of Jrenæus inſtead of 
his barbfrous Latine Interpreter. For now it is uncertain what Word Ire. 
neus uſed, and ſoit is but a very uncertain Conjecture Which can be drawn 
from the Signification of nan, ax dmfj, unleſs we knew, which of 
them was the genuine Word in the Greek of Trenzus. But you ſay, Al! of 

' them undeniably fignifie, from all parts Univerſally : and that becauſe they 
are rendred by the Word andigue. So that this will make an excellent 
proof, undique muſt ſignifie from all Parts, becauſe π¾ν]i , miley45%:, dmg 
do fignifie ſo in Greet; and that theſe do undeniably ſignifie ſo much, ap. 

- pears becauſe they are rendred by undique. And I grant they are fo; for 
in the old G/eſary,which goes under the Name of Cyril, undigue is rendred 

| by 27:20 and Tally (than whom we cannot poſſily deſire a. better Au- 

De Fin's. 1.2. thor in this caſe) renders =ivn3%, by undigque. For in his Book de Finibus, he . 

8 . tranllates that of Epicurus ram d⁰ Gen N 1914) by undi we comple- | 


von. p. 55. rentur voluptatibus ; and ſo he renders that Paſſage in Plato 8 imaus, 

Ja TE & wry Jooy by undique equabiltm, although, as Hen. Stephanus 

notes, that be rather the Signification of τπππ%¾¾uu, than mw m3, but till 

there is ſome difference between πνꝗ]¹.è ode, and dmrmzx4>r, and ſo 

a ννę0 de q in Greek Authors notes ex omni parte terre, but .. 

only ex qudvis parte; ſo that the one ſignifies Cuiverſally, the other 

Indefinitely : undique relating properly to the Circumference, as * 

equalis, on all fides it is equal ; ſo that qui ſunt undique fideles, are, thoſe 

which lie upon a/l Quarters round about. And ſo it doth not imply that all 

Perſons were Boum to come, but that from all Quarters ſome did come; as 

Herod. Hig. Herodian ſpeaks of Rome, muarigeny 7+ wn, % rg, Wardtzouiry, that 

1.1. P. 18. it was very populous, and did receive them which came from all Parts; which 

doth very fitly explain the Senſe of Jrenæus, that to Rome being the Impe- 

tial City, Men came from all Quarters. But the Senſe of this will be more 

fully underſtood by a parallel Expreſſion in the Ninth Canon of the 

Council of Antioch, in which it is decreed, that the Metropolitan 
WR ſhould have the Care of all the Biſhops in his Province, , & rf urg. 
TOA Tarr 0980 ouyTg en may Tas Tis wo ety vale Exorles , becauſe all P erſons 
who have Buſineſs from all Parts, reſort to the Metropolis + here rail 
curve, is the very ſame with the andig; convenire, in Irenæus; ſo 
that it relates not to any Obligation on Churches to reſort thither, but 
that being the Seat of the Empire, all Believers from all Parts did make 
their Recourſe thither. Which is moſt fully expreſſed by Leo, ſpeaking 

Leo. Sermon. Of S. Peter's coming to Rome, Cujus nationis homines in hac Urbe non eſſent!? 
oe 5 Ferro de aut gue uſpiam gentes ignorgrent, quod Roma didiciſſet ? And ſo, if 1 grant 
| you that it extends 0 all Parts, I know not what Advantages you will get 
by it; for Irenaus his Deſign is, ro ſhew that there was no fuch ſecret Tra- 
| dition left by the Apoſt/es, as the Yalentinians pretended. And for this he 
| | appeals to the Churth of Rome, which being ſeared in the Imperial City, to 
which Believers from all Parts did reſort, it is impoſſible ro conceive that the 
Apoſtles ſhould have left ſuch a Tradition, and it not to be heard of there: 
which is the plain, genuine meaning of /reneushis Words. Not as you weak- 
ly imagine, That all Churches in all Doubts of Faith, were bound to have their 
Recourſe thither, as to their conſtant guide therein. For Jrenæus was not diſpu- 
ting, What was to be done by Chriſtians in Doubts of Faith ; but was enqui- 
ring into a matter of Fact, viz. Whether any ſuch Tradition were ever left in 
the Church, or no; and therefore nothing could be more pertinent or convin- 
cing, than appealing to that Church to which Chriſtians reſorted from all 

Parts; for it could not be conceived, but, if the Apoſtles had left ſuch a Tradi- 
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tion any where, it woulg be heard of at Rome. And you molt notoriouſly. 


ryett the meaning of Treneus, when you would make the Force of his At- 
gument to lic in the Neceſſity of all Chriſtians reſorting to Rome, becauſe the 
Dofrine or {radition of 42 oman Church was, as it were, the T, ouchſtone of all 
Apoſtolical Doctrine. But, 1 deal in ſome Engliſh Logicians,as we 
as Engliſh Lexicons, and therefore I muſt ſubmit both to your Grammar an 
Logics ; Buc your Ingenuiry is as great as your Reaſon ; for you firſt pervert 
his Lordſhips meaning, and then make him diſpute ridiculouſly, that you 
might come out with your triumphant Language, 7s uot this fine Meandrick 
Logick, well beſeeming ſo noble a Labyrinth > Whereas his Lordſhip's reaſon- 


ing is ſo plain and clear, that none but ſuch a one as had a Labyrinth in his 
Brains, could have imagined any Meanders in it? As appears by what I 


have faid already, in the Explication of the Meaning of Trenzus. 

But that I may ſee the ſtrength of your Logick out of this Place of Jre- 
nes, Iwill tranſlate undig; as, ſemper, as fully as you would have me, and 
give you the Words at large, in which, by boſe who come from all Places, the 
Apoſtolical Tradition is always conſerved. What is it you infer hence? 
From the Premiſes you arzue thus: All the . every where, muſt of neceſ- 
ſity have recourſe to the Church of Rome, by reaſon of her more powerful Prin- 
cipality. This is S Irenæus his Propoſition. But there could be no, Neceſſity 
they a'l ſhould have Recourſe to that Church, by 2 4 of her more Pont fat Prin- 
cipality, if her ſaid Power extended not to them all, This is evident to Reaſon. 
Ergo, this more powerful Principality 7 the Roman Church, muſt needs extend 
to all the faithful every where, and not only to thoſe bf the Suburbicary 
Churches, or Patriarchal Dioceſe of Rome, as the Biſhop pleads. Now I ſee, 
you are a man at Arms, and know, not only how to grayple with his Lord- 


ſhip, but with Trenæus to boot. But we maſt firſt ſee, How Irengas him 


ſelf argues, that we may the better underſtand the Force of hat you de- 
duce from him. The Queſtion, ' as I have told you already, was, Whe- 
ther the Apoſtles left any ſuch Tradition in the Ch#ch, as the Valeu- 
tinians pretended : Jrenæus proves they did not, becauſe, - if there 
had been any ſuch, the Apoſtolical Churches would certainly have 
preſerved the Memory of it; but becauſe it would be too tedious to in- 
ſit on the Succeſſion of all Churches, he therefore makes choice of the moſt 
famous, the Church. of Rome, in which the Apeſtolical Tradition had been de- 
rived by a Succeſſion of Biſhops down to his own time; and by this (ſaith he) 
we confound all thoſe who through vain glory, or Blindneſs, do gather any ſuch 
thing. For (faith he) to this Church for the more powerful Principality a 
Churches do make reſort, i. e. the Believers from all Parts, in which þ) 
thoſe who come from all Parts the Apoſtolical adition is always Pare nc; 
We muſt now ſee, How Jrenæus argues according to your Senſe of bis 
Words. If all the faithful every where, muſt of Neceſſity have Recourſe 
the Church of Rome, for her more powerful Principality; then there is no ſe- 
cret Tradition left by the Apoſtles. But, Where lies the Connexion between 
theſe two 2 What had the Valentinians to do with the Power of the 
Church of Rome over other Churches > That was not the Buſineſs they diſ- 
puted ; their Queſtion was, Whether there were no ſuch Tradition as 
they pretended 2 And Rome might have never ſo great Power over all 
Churches, and yet have this ſecret Tradition too. For now we ſee, when 
ſhe pretends to the greateſt Power, nay, to Infallibility, ſhe pretends the 


higheſt to Traditions. Where then lies the force of - /rexzus his Argu- 


ment 2 Was it in this, that the Yalentinzans did acknowledge the Infalli- 
bility of the Church of Rome then, in Traditions > This were indeed to the 
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Purpoſe, if it could be proved; Or, Doth Jrenaus go about to prove this 
firſt? But by what Argument doth he prove it fo, that the Yalentinians 
might be convinced by it? Tes, ſay you, he ſaith, That all the Faithful muſt 
of neceſſity have recourſe to the Church of Rome ? This is your way of pro. 
ving indeed, to take Things for granted; but, How doth this Neceſſity ap. 
pear? Becauſe, ſay you, She hath the more powerful Principality : But, Whar 
Principality do you mean? Over all Churches: Bur that was the thing in 
Queſtion. So that if you will make Jrenæus ſpeak Senſe, and argue perti. 
nently, his Meaning can be no other than this. If there be ſuch a Tradi. 
tion left, it muſt be leſt ſomewhere among Chriſtians: If it be left among 
them, it may be known by Enquiry, Whether they own. any ſuch or no. 
But becauſe it would be troubleſome ſearching of all Churches, we ma 
know their Judgment more compendiouſly; there is the Church of Rome 
near us, a famous and ancient Church, ſeated inthe chief City of che Empire 
to which all Perſons have Neceſſities to go; and among them, you cannot 
but ſuppoſe, but that out of every Church. ſome faithful Perſons ſhould 
come, and thercfore it is very unreaſonable to think, that the Apoftolical 
Tradition hath not always been preſerved there, when Perſons come from 
all Places thither. Is not every Thing in this Account of [rexzus his Words 
very clear and pertinent to his preſent Diſpute ? Bur in the Senſe you give 
of them they are little to the Purpoſe, and very Precarious and in- 
conſequent. And therefore ſince the more powerful Principality is not that 
of the Church, but of the Cty; ſince rhe neceſſity of Recourſe thither, is 
not for Doubts of Faith, but other Occaſions : Therefore it by no Means 
follows thence, That this Church's Power did extend over the Faithful every 
where; thus by explaining your Propoſition, your Concluſion is aſhamed 
of it ſelf, and runs away. For your Argument comes to this; If Engliſh 
men from all Parts be forced to reſort to London, then London hath the 
Power over all Zyg/and; or if one ſhould ſay, if ſome from all Churches in 
England muſt reſort to London, then the Church at London hath Power over 
all the Churches in England; and if this Conſequence be good, yours is: 
For it is of the ſame Nature of it; the Neceſſity of the Reſort, not lying 
in the Authority of the Church, but in the Dignity of the City, the Words 
in all probability in the Greek, being d i ag», and fo relate to 
the Dignity of Rome, as the Imperial City. | | 
From whence we proceed tothe Vindication of Ruffians, in his Tranſ: 
lation of the 6th Canon of the Council of Nice. The Occaſion of which is this. 
His Lordſhip ſaith, Suppofing that the powerful Principality be aſcribed to the 
Church of Rome, yet 7t follows not that it ſhould have Power over all Churches ; 
for this Power was confined within its own Patriarchate and Furiſdition, and 
that (faith he) was very large, containing all the Provinces in the Dioceſe of 
Italy (in the old Senſe of the Word Dioceſe) which Provinces the Lawyers and 
ethers term Suburbicaries. There were ten of them ; the three Iſlands, Sicily, 
Corſica and Sardinia, and the other ſeven upon the firm Land of Italy. And 
this, I take it, is plain in Ruffinus. For he living ſhortly after the Nicene Coun- 
cil, as be did, and being of Italy, as he was, he might very well know the 
bounds of the Patriarch's Fariſdifion, as it was then practiſed. And he ſays 


Aud Alexandriamut in Urbe Remd ve. expreſly, that according to the old Cuſtom, the Roman 
NE Les fi = 3 Patriarch's Charge was confined within the Limits of the 
! Hi i. 0 | . . 
titudinem gerat. Ruſſia, EccleC. hiſt, Suburbican Churches. To avoid the Force of this Teſti- 


1 


mony, Cardinal Perron lays load upon Ruffinus. For 

he charges him with Paſſion, Ignorance, and Raſhneſs And one piece of his Ig. 
norance is, that he hath ill tranſlated the Canon of the Council of Nice. Now, 
* alt horg l 
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although his Lordſhip doth not approve of it as # Trauſlation; yet be ſaith; 


Ruffinus /zving in that Time and Place, was. very like well to know and unger- 


ſtand the Limits and Bounds of that Patriarchate of Rome, in which he lived 


This (you ſay) is very little to his Lordſhip's Advantage, fince it is inconſi- 


ſtent with the Vote of all Antiquity, and gives S. Irenæus the Lye; but if the 


former be no truer than the latter, it may be very much to his Advantage, 
not withſtanding what you have produced to the contrary. What the ground 
is, Why the Roman Patriarchate was confined within the Roman Dioceſe, 
] have already ſhewed in the:precedent Chapter, in Explication of the Vi- 
cene Canon. We muſt now therefore examine s Reaſons yow bring, 
Why the Notion of the Suburbigary Churches muſt be extended beyond the 
Limits his Lordſhip aſſigus; that of the ſmallneſs of Juriſdiction compared 
with other Patriarchs, J have given an account of already, wiz. from the 
Correſpondency of the Eccleſiaſtical and Civil Governmenry for the Civil 
Dioceſes of the Eaſtern part of the Empire did. extend much farther than 
the Weſtern did; and that was the Reaſon, Why the Patrigrchs of Antioch 
and Alexandria, had a larger Metropoliticat Juriſdiction than che Brſhop of 
Rome had. But you tell us, That Suburbicary Churches muſt be taken as ge- 
neraliy all Churches and ities any ways ſubordinate to the City of Rome; which 
was all at that time known by the Name of Urbs, or City, u. ox, by way of 


* 


Excellency ; not as it related to the Præfedt or Govexnour of Rome, in re- 


| gardof whoſe ordinary Furiſdifion, we confeſs it commanded only thoſe few 


Places about it in Italy; but as it related to the Emperor himſelf ; in which 
Senſe the Word Suburbicary, rightly fgnifies all Cities or Churches whatſoever 
within the Roman Empire; as the Word Romania alſo auciently fagnified the 
whole Imperial Territory, as Card. Perron clearly proves upon this Sulject. But, 
this is one Inſtance of what Mens Wits will do, when they are refolyed to 


P. 293,N, 7. 


break through any thing: For, whoever that had read of the Suburbicary Cod. Theo- 
Regions and Provinces in the Code of Theodaftus, or other Parts of the Civil tt is 


1 ö \ ; c. 9. tit 16, 
Law, as diſtinguiſhed from other Provinces under the Roman Empire, and ci. cit. a8. 12. 


thoſe in Italy too, could ever have imagined that the Notion of Saburbica- 
ry Churches had been any other than what was correſpondent to thoſe Re- 


Ad 
de Eccleſ.ſub- 
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gions and Provinces > But let that be granted which Sirmondys ſo much urbic. c. 1. 


contends for, that the Notion of Suburbicary may have different Reſpects, 
and ſo ſometimes be taken for the Churches within the Roman Dioceſe, 
ſometimes for thoſe within the Roman Patriarchate, and ſometimes for 
thoſe, which are under the Pope as Univerſal Paſtor ; yet, How doth it appear 
that ever Rauſinus took it in any other than the firſt Senſe 2 No other Pro- 
vinces being called Suburbicary, but ſuch as were under the Juriſdiction 
either of the Roman Prefe# within a hundred Miles of the City (within 
which compaſs, References and Appeals were made to him) or at the moſt, 
to the Lieutenant of the Roman Dioceſe, whoſe Juriſdiction, extended to 
thoſe en Provinces which his Lordſhip mentions. It is not therefore, in 
what Senſe Words may be taken, but in what Senſe they were taken, and 
what Evidence there is that ever they were ſo underſtood. Never was 


any Controverſie more ridiculous, than that concerning the extent of the 


Suburbicary Regions or Provinces, if Suburbicary were taken in your Senſe 
for all the Cities within the Roman Empire. Bur this Extending to the Su- 
burbicary Churches, as far as the Roman Empige, is like the Art of choſe Jeſu- 
its, who in their ſetting forth Anaſtaſius de 57715 Pontificum, in Stephanus 5. 


turn d Papa Urbis into Papa Orbis; for that being ſo mean and contemptible 


a Title. they thought much ir ſhould remain as it did; but Papa Orbis was 
magnificent and glorious. I wonder therefore, that inſtead of extending 
Iii 2 | « fy the 


1 "il "Of the Tule of Univerſal Biſhop, Vane 
"=; 


— 


the Signification of Suburbicary Churches, you do not rather pretend that 
it ought to be read Suborbicary, and ſo to ſuit exactly with the Papa Orbis, 
as importing all thoſe Churches which ate under the Power of the U. 
verſal Paſtour. For, Why ſhould you ſtop at the Confines of the Roman 
Empire + How comes his juriſdiction to be confined within that? By what 
right did he govern the Churches within the Empire, and not thoſe with. 
out ? Surely not, as Primate, Metropolitan, or Fatriarch of the Roman Em. 
pire, for thoſe are Titles yet unheard of in Antiquity; if as Head of the 
Church, How comes the Furiſdifion of that to be at all limited? Were 
there no Churches without the Empire then? I hope you will not deny 
that; If there were, To whom did the Jariſdiction over them belong e Ty 
the Pope, or not? If not, How comes he to be Head of the Church, and Uni. 
verſal Paſtonr ? If they did, Why were not theſe Suburbicary Churches, a8 
well as thoſe within the Empire? Beſides, it is confeſſed by the learnedeſt 
among you, that when the notion of Suburbicary is extended beyond the 
Suburbicary Provinces, it is not out of any relation to the City, but to the 
Power of the Biſhop of the City, and therefore the Suburbicary Churches 
| may be larger than the Suburbicary Provinces: But if this be true (as it 
| is the only probable Evaſion) then it is impoſſible for you, to confine the 
£ Suburbicary Churches within the Roman Empire, without confining the Jy. 
| riſdiftion of the Roman Biſhop within thoſe Bounds too. For if the in- 
| larging the Notion of Sauburbicary Churches depends upon the Extent of 
his Power, the fixing the Limits of thoſe Churches, determines the Bounds 
of his Power too. Which is utrerly deſtructive to your Pretences of the 
Pope's being Head of the Univerſal Church, and not barely of the Churches 
within the Roman Empire. Bur if it had been Ruſſinus his Deſign to ex- 
preſs by Suburbicary Churches, all thoſe within the Roman Empire, ſurely 
he made choice of the moſt unhappy Expreſſion to do it by, which he could 
well have thought of. For, ir being then ſo well known what the Subur- 
bicary Provinces were, that in the Code of Theodofius, where they are ſo 
often mentioned, they are not diſtinctly enumerated, becauſe they were 
then as well underſtood as the African, Gallican, or Britannick Provinces ; 
How abſurd were it for him, to take a Word in common ute, and ſo well 
known, and apply it to ſu®1a Senſe, as no Example beſides can be produced 
for it? For if any one at that time ſhould have ſpoken of the African, 
Gallican, or Britannick Churches, no one would have imagined any other 
than thoſe which were contained in the ſeveyal Provinces under thoſe 
Names. What Reaſon is there then, that any ching elſe ſhould be appre- 
hended by the Suburbicary Churches? I know the laſt Refuge of molt of 
your ſide, inſtead of explaining theſe Suburbicary Churches, hath been to 
rail at Ruſſinus, and call him Dance and Blockhead, and Enemy to the Roman 
Church (Inſtances were eaſie to be given, if it were at all neceſſary) but 
beſides that, it were eaſie to make it appear, that Rufinus was no ſuch 
Fool, as ſome have taken him for: {And if they think fo, becauſe S. Fie- 
rom gives him ſuch hard Words, they muſt think ſo of all whom S. Hierom 
oppoſed) he is ſufficiently vindicated in this Tranſlation by the Anticr! 
Vatican Copy of the Nicene Canons, out of which this very (anon is pro- 
duced by Sirmondus, and the very ſame Word of Suburbicary therein uſed, 
De primatu Eccleſia Romanæ & aliarum And that in ſuch a Manner, as utterly deſtroys your 
pare" ha Epijcopte. _— - arg , Senſe of the Suburbicary Churches, for ſuch as arc 
1 1 "ax 8 within the Roman Empire; ſor that Copy calls them, 
Provinciam ſuam ſollicitudine gulernet. Loca Suburbicaria, and, Will you ſay, thoſe ace the | 


Codex Vaticanus apud Sirmond. de * zh: | . DEP s 
Regi. & Eccleſ. Suburb. Provinces within the Roman Empire too? Can any 
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one rationally think that any other Places ſhould be called Suburbicary, 
but ſuch as lie about the City: And by the ſame Interpretation which 
you here uſe, you may call all England the Suburbs of London; becauſe 
London is the City, ur iSogjv, as you ſpeak M and therefore all the 
Churches of England mult be Suburbicary, to London. But if you think 
this incongruous, you may on the ſame Account judge the other to be ſo 
too: It appears then, that the Suburbzcary Places in the Vatican Copy (and 
in that very Antient Copy which Juſtellus had, which agrees with the Va- 
tican) are the ſame with the Suburbicary Churches in Ruffinus ; and, if you 
will explain theſe latter of the Roman Empire, you muſt do the former too. 
But not only the Vatican Copy, but all other different Verſious of the Nicene 
Canon utcerly overthrow this Opinion of Cardinal Perron, that the Subur- 
bicary Churches muſt be taken for thoſe within the Rowan Empire. For in 
the Arabick Verſion publiſhed by Turrianus, it is thus rendred, Siguidem 
ſimiliter Epiſcopus Rome, i. e. ſucceſſor Petri Apoſtoli, poteſtatem habe omni- 
um civitatum, & locorum que ſunt circa eam. Are all the Cities gpd Places 
in the Roman Empire, circa eam, about the Cc ity of Rome: If n neither 
can the Churches be. And in that Arab ict Paraphraſe, which Salmaſius had 
of the famous Pezreskzus, it is tranſlated much mor: agreeably to the 
Nicene Canon in theſe Words; Propterea quod Epiſcopus Romanus etiam 
hunc morem obtinet, & hoc ei adjunfttum eſt, ut Ao oP habeat ſupra 
civitates, & loca qua prope eam ſunt. Which is yet more full, to ſhew the 
Abſurdity of your Expoſition, for theſe Suburbicary Churches muſt be 
then in Places near the City of Rome. And agreeably to theſe, Aiſtinus, 
the Greek Collector of the Canons hath it, 3 5"P&uns 75» va? Pd, Which 
Ruffuus his Suburbicary doth exactly render. By whom now, muſt we be 
judged, what is meant by theſe Suburbicary Churches? By you who make 
a forced and ſtrained Interpretation of the Word Saburbicary to ſuch a 
Senſe, of which there is no Evidence in Antiquity, or Reaſon, and is withal 
manifeſtly repugnant to the Deſign of the Canon, which is to proportion 
the Dioceſes of the Biſhops of Antioch and Alexandria, by the Example of 
Rome (which had been very abſurd if theſe Suburbicary Churches did com- 
prehend the Dioceſes of Alexandria and Antioch, and all other Provinces, 
as you make them)? Or elſe muſt we be judged by rhe ancient Yerftons of 
the Nicene Canon, Latin and Arabict, and by other Greek Paraphraſes, all 
which unanimouſly concurr to overthrow that Figment, that the Suburbicary 
Churches are all thoſe within the Roman Empire. And this the learned Pe- 
trus de Marca was ſo ſenſible of that he ſaith, Ruffinus did rectiſimè & ex 
uſu recepto, very agrecably both to Reaſon and Cuſtom, compare the Alex- De Concordia 
andrianand Roman Biſhop in this, that he ſhould have the Power over the nx _ 
Dioceſe of Fzypt, by the ſame right that the Biſhop of Rome had over the ſet. 6. 
Urbicary Dioceſe ; or, faith he, ut Ruffinus elegantiſſimè loquitur, In Eccleftis* 
Saburbicariis, id eſt, in iis Eccleſtis que decem Provinciis Suburbicariis conti- 
nebantur ; as Ruffinus moſt elegantly ſpeaks (lure then he thought him no 
ſuch ignorant Perſon, as Perron and others from him have reproached 
him to be) In the Suburbicary Churches, that is, in thoſe Churches which are 
contained in the ten Suburbicary Provinces. For, as he goes on, the calling of 
Synods, the Ordination of Biſhops, the full Adminiſtratinn of the Churches in 
thoſe Provinces, did belong to the Biſhop of Rome; as to the Biſhop of Alex- 
andria i» the Fgyptian Dioceſe, and to the Biſhop of Antioch in the Oriental. 
Which he likewiſe confirms by the ancient Latin Interpreter of the Nz- 
cene Canons, Who, he faith, was elder than Oionyſius Exiguus; in whole 
Interpretation, he makes the Subarbicaria loca to contain the four 4h 
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about Rome, which made the proper Metropolitan Province of the Romas 


Biſhop, comprehending ſixty nine Biſhopricks ; and that which he calls his 
Province, to be the Urbicary Dioceſe, contained in thoſe ten Provinces which 
his Lordſhip mentions. /, 


But the Pope's being Univerſal Biſhop having ſo little Evidence elſewhere, 


his Lordſhip's Adverſary at laſt hath Recourſe to this, That the Biſhop of 


P. 185.n 14 Rome zs S. Peter's Succeſſor, and therefore to him we muſt have Recourſe. To 


which his Lordſhip anſwers; The Fathers I deny not, aſcribe very much to 
S. Peter; but tis to S. Peter in his own Perſon. © And among them Epipha- 
nius zs as free and as frequent in extolling S. Peter, as any of them : And yet 
did he never intend. to give an abſolute Principality to Rome in S. Peter's 
Right; which he at large manifeſts, by a Place particularly inſiſted on, in 
which he proves, that the building of the Church on S. Peter in Epiphanius 
his Senſe, is not as if he and his Succeſſors were to be Monarchs over it for ever: 
but it ts the edifying and eſtabliſhing the Church in the true Faith of Chriſt, 
by the Confeſſion which S. Peter made. And ſo, faith he, he expreſſes him. 
{elf elleubre molt plainly, that Chriſt's building, his Church upon this Rock, 
was upon the Confeſſion of S. Peter, and the ſolid Faith contained therein. And 
that Epiphanius could not mean that S. Peter was any Rock or Foundation of the 
Church, fo as that he and his Succeſſors muſt be relied on in all Matters of Faith, 
and govern the Church like Princes and Monarchs, he proves not only by the 
Context, but becauſe he makes S. James to ſucceed our Lord in the Principa- 
lity of the Church. And Epiphanius, faith he, was too full of Learning and 
Induſtry, to ſpeak contrary to himſelf in a Point of this Moment. his is the 
ſum of his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe : To which you anſwer, That it is clear even 
by the Texts of Epiphanius, that this Promiſe by Chriſt to S. Peter, is derived 
to his Succeſſors ; which you prove from hence, becauſe he ſaith, That by the 


p. 204. n. 9. Gates of Flell, Herefies and Hereticks are underſtood : now this, ſay you, can- 


not be underſtood of S. Peter's Perſon alone; for then, Why not Hereſies and 
Hereticks prevail againſt the Church after S. Peter's Death; yea ſo far as ut- 
terly to extinguiſh the true Faith? Bur, Cannot God preſerve the Church 
from being extinguiſhed by Hereſies, though S. Peter hath no Infallible Suc- 
ceſſor 2 Is not the Promiſe, That the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt 
the Church ! It doth nor ſay, That the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail againſt 
any that ſhall pretend to be his Succeſſors at Rome: For if Herefies be thoſe 
Gates, they have too often prevailed againſt them. And, Is this your way 
indeed to ſecure the Church, by providing S. Peter ſuch Succeſſors, which 
may be Hereticks themſelves 2 But much more wiſely did S. Gregory fay, 
If one pretends to be Univerſal Biſhop, then upon his falling, the Church 
muſt fall too; much more wiſely the Council of Baſil in their Synodal 
Epiſtle, object this as the neceſſary conſequent of the Doctrine ofithe Pope's 
Supremacy, that, errante Pontifice, quod ſæpe contigit & contingere poteſt, tota 
erraret Eccleſia; that, in cafe the Pope err, which often hath happened, 
and often may, the whole Gharch muſt err roo. And yet this is your way 
to ſecure the Church from Errors and Hereſies. If you deſigned to ruine 
it, you could not do it in a more compendious way, than to oblige the 
whole Church to believe the dictates of one, who is fo far from that IHal- 
libility which St. Peter had, that he follows him in nothing more than his 
Falls: I wiſh he would in his Repentance too, and that would be rhe belt 
way to ſecure the Church from Errors and Hereſies. Which ſhe can never 


be ſecured from, as long as one pretends to be her Head, who may not 


only err himſelf, but propound that to be believed z»fa/liZ/y, which 15 no- 
toriouſly falſe. For that Popes as Popes may err, and propound falſe 
| Doctrine 
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10 Doctrine to the Church, not only Proteſtants, but ſome of your own Com- 
is munion have abundantly proved; particularly Sim. V g8rivs in his Defence 
-h of Richerius in his Commentary oa che forecited Synodal Epiſtle of the Vigcrius 
Council, of Baſil. And calls at Opinion, That the. Pope may err as a © _— 
e, private Doctor, but not as Pope, ineptiſimam pin ionem, a moſt fooliſh Opi- ell. Bal. c. 5. 
of nion. For otherwiſe, as he faith, it would be moſt abſurd to lay, That the b. 63. 
0 Pope might be depoſed for Herefie ; for he is not depoſed as a private Doctor, 
70 but as Pope. Ani tſus he proves by the contradictious Decrees of Adrian 3. 
a to Adrian 1. and Leo 7. and ſo of Formoſus,, Martinus, Romanus, to Jo- 
et | hannes, Stephanus, and Sergius; Nay, he inſtanceth in that famous De- 
's cree of Boniface 8. in pronouncing ſo definitively, that it was De neceſſitate 
in ſalutis, ſubelſe Romano Pont iſici (negeſſary to Salvation to be ſubject to the 
18 Pope) and that he decreed this as Pope, appears by thoſe Words, Decla- 
_ famus, dicimus, definimus, & pronunciamus, omnino eſſe de neceſſitate ſalutis ; 
2 than which Words, nothing can be more expreſs and definitive, and yet 
1 Pope Innocent 3. aſſerts, that che King of. France hath 10 Superiour upon 
k, Earth. Is not the Church like then to be well ſecuted from Hereſies, when 
id her Tnfallible Heads may ſo apparently contradict each other, and this ac- 
he knowJedged by Men of your own Communion 2 Nothing then can be 
h, more abſurd or unreaſonable, than to ſay, That the Church cannot be pre- 
he ſerved ftom being extinguiſhed by Hereſſe, unleſs the Pope be S. Peters _ I 
Succefſor,- as Head of the Church. To his Lordſhip's Teſtimonies our of * "Ib 
id Epiphanigs, that S. James ſucceeded our Lord in the Principality of the 
* Church, u anſwer, 1.7bat in the Places he alledges, there's not a Wars of the 
en Churches Principality. 2. That he only implies that he was the firſt of the 
ed Apoſtles made Biſhop of any particular Place, viz. at Hieruſalem, which is 
he called Chriſt's Throne, as any Epiſcopal Chair is in ancient Eccleſiaſtical Wri- : 
1 ters. But, whoſoever will examine the Places in Epiphanius, will find mucli 
1d more intended by him, than wkat you will allow : For not only he ſaith, 
ts that he firſt had an Epiſopal Chair; but that our Lord committed to him 
th 7 gb due im Tis ne, his Throne upon Earth, which ſurely is much more than Epiph. here. 
c- can be {aid of any meer Epiſcepal hair; and I believe you will be much to 76. P. 1039. 
5 ſeck where Hieruſalem was ever called Chriſt's Throne upon Earth after his 
ſt Aſcenſion to Heaven. Beſides, if it were, it is the ſtrongeſt Prejudice that 
ſe may be againſt the Principality of the Roman ges, if Jeruſalem was made by 
y Chriſt's Throne here. And, that a Principality over the whole Church is in- 
-h tended by Epiphanius, feems more clear by that orher Place which his 
„, Lordſhip cites, wherein he not only ſaith, That James was frſt made Biſhop, æreſ 29. 
þ but gives this Reaſon for ir, becauſe he was the Brother of our Lord; and if Þ- 119: 
al you obſerve, How Epiphanius brings it in, you will ſay, he intended more 
5 by it, than to make him the firſt Biſhop. For he was diſputing before, 
4 How the Aingdom and the Prieſthood did both belong to Chriſt, and that 
, Chriſt had transfuſed both into his Church, idgurar g 5 eO. iy 7 die des 
y ca eig Ty did, but his Throne is Keane for ever in his holy Church; 
0 confiſting both of his Kingdom and Prieſthood, hoth which he communi- 
0 cated to his Church : quare Jacobus primus omnium eft Epiſcopus conſtitutus, 
1 as Petavius renders it, fo that he ſeems to ſettle James in that Principality 
iS of the Church, which he had given to it; and what Reaſon can you have 
ſt to think, but that CHs Throne, in which Epiphanius ſaith, James was 
” ſettled, in the other Place, is the ſame with his Throne in the Church which 
C he mentions here 2 And, What would you give for fo clear a Teſtimony in 
)- Antiquity for Chriſt's ſettling S. Peter in his Throne at Rome, as here is 
ſe for his placing S. James in it at Jeruſalem 2 | 
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His Lordſhip goes on. And he ſtill tells us, the Biſhop of Rome js S. Pe. 


p. 187. n.15. ter's Succeſſor. Well, ſuppoſe that, What then > What > Why then, he ſuc- 


P. 206. 


Reynolad 
againſt Hart. 


E, 5. div. 3. = 


Hieron. J. 1. 
Jovin, c. 14. 


ceeded in all S. Peter's Prerogatives which are ordinary, and belonged to him 


as a Biſhop, though not in the extraordina „ which belonged to him as an Ap 
4 8 7 ng bo- 


ſtle. For that is it which you all ſay, but no Man proves. Yes, you lay, 


Bellarmine hath done it in his Diſputat ions on that Subject. For this you pro- 
duce a Saying of his, That when the apoſtles were dead, the Apoſtolical An- 
thority remained alone in S. Peter's Succeſſor. I ſee with you till; fayi 
and proving are all one. But ſince you referr the Reader to Bellarmine for 
Proofs, I ſhall likewiſe refer him to the many ſufficient Anſwers which 
have been given him. 3 5 


You argue ſtoutly afterwards, That becauſe Primacy in the modern Senfe of 


it implies Supremacy, therefore wherever the Fathers attribute a Primacy : 
Peter among the Apoſtles, they mean his Authority and Power over them. 1 
ſee, you are reſolved to believe that there cannot be one, two, and threc; 
but the f#r/f muſt be Head over all the reſt. A Primacy of Order, his Lord. 
ſhip truly ſaith, was never denied Lim by Proteſtants ; and an univerſal Supre- 
macy of Power was never granted him by the Primitive Chriſtians. Prove but 
in the firſt place that S. Peter had ſuch a Supremacy of Power over the A- 
poſtles, and all Chriſtian Churches, and that this Power is conveyed to the 
Pope, you will do ſomething. - In the mean time we acknowledge as much 
Primacy, Authority, and Principality in S. Peter, as D. Reynolds proves in 
the place-you cite, none of which come near that Supremacy of Power which 
you contend for, and we muſt deny till we ſee it better proved than it is by 
you. But you offer it from S. Hierom, becauſe he ſaith, The'Primacy was 
given to Peter for preventing Schiſm, but a meer precedency of Order is not ſuf- 


ficient for that. But, Doth not S. Hierome in the Words immediately be- 


fore, ſay, That the Church is equally built on all the Apoſtles, and that they 
all receive the Keys of the Kingdom of Heaven, and that the firmneſs of the 
Church is equally grounded on them; and, Can he poſſibly then mean in the 
following Words any other Primacy, but ſuch as is among Eguals, and not 
any Supremacy of Power over them? And certainly you think the Apoſtles 
very unruly, who would not be kept in Order by ſuch a Primacy as this is, 
unleſs S. Peter had full Juriſdiction over them. And ſince it is ſo evident, 
that S. Hierom can mea no,other but ſuch a Prehemznence as this for pre- 
venting Schiſm, you had need have a good art, that can deduce from thence 
a neceſſity of a Supremacy of Power in the Church for that end. For, ſay 
you, Whatſoever Power or Furiſdiction was neceſſary in the Apoſtle's time for 
preventing Schiſms, muſt, a fortiori, be neceſſary in all ſucceeding Ages; but 
ſtill be ſure to hold to that Power or Juriſdiction which was inthe Apoſtles 
times, and we grant you all you can prove from it. You ſtill diſpute gal- 
lantly, when you beg the Queſtion, and argue as formally as J have mer 
with one, when you have ſuppoſed that which it moſt concerned yon 
to prove; Which is, that God hath appointed a uy hy of Power in one 
particular Perſon, always to continue in the Church for Preſervation of Faith 
and Unity init. For, if you ſuppoſe the Church cannor be governed, or 
Schiſm prevented without this, you may well ſave your ſelf a Labour of 
proving any further. But, ſo far are we from ſecing ſuch a Supremacy of 
Power as you challenge to the Pope to be neceſſary for preventing Schiſms, 
that we are ſufficiently convinced that the Uſurpirg of it hath cauſed one of 
the greateſt ever was in the Chriſtian World. | 7 
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The Pope's Authority, not proved from Scripture, or Reaſon. 


* & | * # a 
The Inſufficiency of the Proofs from Soripture ,, ac tnowledged by Romaniſts 
themſelves. The Impertinency of Luk, 22. 32. fo that Purpoſe.” No Proofs 
offered for it but the ſuſpefted Teſtimomes of Hopes in their own Cauſe! That 
no Infallibility can thence come to the Pope as St, Peter's Succeſſor confeſſed 
and proved by Vigorius and Mr. White. The Weakneſs of the Evaſion of 


the Pope serring as a private Doctor, but not as Pope acknowledged bythem. 


John 2 1. 15, proves nothing towards the Pope's Suprematy. How: far the 


* Pope's Authority is owned by the Romaniſts over K ings... T. C's beggings of 


the Queſtion, and tedigus Repetiticns, paſt auen The Argament from the 
Neceſſity of a living Fudge, confidered. The Government of the Charch not 
Monarchicaly but Ariſtocratical. The Inconveniences of .Monarchical Go- 
vernment in the Church manifeſted from Reaſon. No Evidence that Chriſt 
intended to inſtitute ſuch government in his Church, but much againſt it. 
The Communicatory Letters in the Primitie-Church argued an Ariſtocracy. 
Gerſan's Teſtimony from his Book de Auferribilitate Papæ, explained and 
vindicated. St. Hicrome's Teſtimony full againſt a Monarchy in the Church. 
tg he Inconſiſtency of the Pope s «Monarchy with that of Temporal Princes. 


The, Supremacy of Princes in Eccleftaſtical Matters, aſſerted by the Scri- 
C 4 


pture and Antiquity, as well as the Church of England. 


E are now come to the Places of Scripture inſiſted on for the Proof 


of the Pope's Authority; which you have been ſo often and ſuc- 


celsfully beaten out of, by ſo many powerful Aſſaults of our Writers, that 
it is Matter of Admiration that you ſhould. yet think to find any Shelter 


there. For thoſe which you yet account Fortreſſes and Bulwarks: for your 
Cauſe, have not only been triumphed over by your Adverſaries, but have 
been ſlighted by the wiſeſt of your Party, and deſerted as moſt untenible 
Places, as L ſhall make it appear to you in the Progreſs of this Diſpute : 
In which I ſhall not barely ſhew the palpable Weakneſs of your pretended 
Progſs, but bring unanſwerable Arguments againſt them from Perſons of 
your own Communion. *.For the Force of that Reaſon by which the Pro- 
teſtants have prevailed over you in this Diſpute hath been ſo great, that it 
hath brought over ſome of the learnedſt of your Party,” not only to an Ac- 
knowledgment of the Inſufficiency of theſe Proofs, but to a zealous Oppo- 
ſition againſt that very Doctrine which you attempt to prove by them. 
But ſuch is the Fate of a ſinking Cauſe, that it catcheth hold of any thing 
to ſave it ſelf, though it be the Anchor of the Ship which makes it ſink the 
ſooner. Thus it will appear to be in theſe baffled Proofs, which *you only 
bring into the Field to ſhew what Streights you are in for help; and no 
ſooner appear there, but they fall off to the conquering ſide, and help only 
to promote your Ruine. But ſince they are in the Place where Arguments 
ſhould be, we muſt in Civility conſider them, as if they were ſo. The firſt 
Place then is, Luke 22. 32. I have pray d for thee that thy faith fail not. What 


would a Philoſopher think, were he choſen as Fa le between us, (as once 


one was between Origen and his AdverſariesF to hear this Place produced 


to prove the Pope's Authority and Infallibilitys And when a Reaſon is de- 
manded of fo ſtrange an Inference (from a Promiſe of Recovery to St. Peter, 
to an impoſſibility of falling in the Pope) nothing elſe produced, but the 
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forged Epiſiles of ſome Popes, and the partial Teſtimonies of __ in their A 
own Cauſe > Could he think otherwiſe, but that theſe men loved their of 
Cauſe dearly, and would fain prove it, if they could tell how: Bur ſince fa 
there was neither Evidence in Reaſon or more indifferent Writers in it, yet nc 
to let them ſee how confident they were of the Pope's Infallibility, they th 
would produce their /»fa//ib/e Teſtimonies, to prove they were In alibi 1 th 
For we ask, What Evidence is there that che Privilege obtained for 15 
St. Peter, whatever it is, muſt deſcend to his Succeſſors; if to his Succeſ. th 
ſors, whether to all his Succeſſors, or only to ſome; if only ro ſome, why of 
to thoſe at Rome more than at Antioch or any other Place; if to them at Uf 
Rome, hy it muſt be underſtood of a Dodrinal and not a ſaving Faith, as th 
it was in St. Peter; if of Doctrinal, why not Abſolutely, but only Conditi- 4 
onally, if they teach the Church? For all theſe and {eyeraFother Enqui- P 
ries of this Nature, we are told, It muſt be ſo underſtood ; but if you ask * 
Why, all the Anſwer we can get is, Becauſe ſeven Popes at one time or — 
other ſaid ſo. 3 3 | al 

9. 2. But at this you grow very angry; and tell us, 1. That Bellarmine, 3e. L 
F. 208. ſides theſe, gives ſeveral pregnant Reaſons from the Text it ſelf. What were re 
it worth, to have a ſight of them! If you had thought them ſo pregnant, - 
you are not ſo ſparing of taking out of Bellarmine, but you would have wo 
Bell. de Pontif. given them us over again. Bellarmine's excellent Proofs are two or three a 
„. fine Dubios. Sine dubio, ſaith he, hie Dominus ſpeciale aliquid Petro'jnipe. S, 
travit. And who denies it? But we grant, it was ſo ſpecial to him, that it ne- 4 
ver came to his Succeſſors; and again, fine dubio, ipſis precipue debeat eſſe ſu 
nota ſug ſedis auctoritas, ſpeaking of the Pope's Teſtimonzes for themſelves, 1 
Without all doubt they knew beſt their own Authority. They were won- 1 
derfully to blame elſe; but all the Difficulty is, to perſwade others to be⸗ I 
lieve them fine dubio, when they ſpeak in their own Cauſe. And for that le 
I can find no pregnant Reaſon in him at all. Well, but we have a third * - 
fine dubio yet, which may be more to the Purpoſe than either of the other 0 
two. For Bellarmine diſtinguiſhes of two Privileges which Chriſt obtained — 
for St. Peter, the firſt is, 7 hat himſelf ſhould never loſe the true Faith though aj 
he were tempted of the Devil; and this his Lordſhip grants, that it was the a 
ſpecial Grace which Chriſt's Prayer obtained, that, notwithſtanding'"Satan's 4 
ſkiing him, and his threefold Denyal of his Maſter, he ſhould not fall into bo 
a final Apoſtaſic: The ſecond Privilege is, That he, as Biſhop, ſhould mot be c 
able to teach any thing againſt the Faith, ſive, ut in ſede ejus nunquam inye- 
niretur qui doceret contra veram fidem, or, that there, ſhould be none found p 


in his See who ſhould do it. Ts not here an excellent Conjunction disjun- 
ctive in this S7ve 2 Or, that he ſhould not do it himſelf, or, that his Succeſ- 
ſors ſhould not do it? Doth not this want pregnant Proofs > And we 
have them in the next Words. The firſt of theſe, it may be (very modeſtly! ) 
did not deſcend to his Succeſſors; but ſecundum, ſine Dubio, manavit ad 
poſteros ſive Succeſſores; the ſecond, without all doubt,” did deſcend to his 
Succeſſors. Are not theſe pregnant Reaſons ; three fine dubio's given us by 
Cardinal Bellarmine > For when he comes to confirm this laſt fine dubio, he 8 
produces nothing but thoſe Teſtimonies, which his Lordſhip excepts | 
againſt, as not fit to be Judges in their own Cauſe. If theſe then be Bellar- 


mines pregnant Reaſons out of the Text, no wonder that his Lordſhip was y 
not pleaſed ro Anſwer them. But yet you are diſpleaſed, that his Lordſhip p 
ſhould think that Pope's were intereſſed Perſons in their own Cauſe. No, no; all 60 
that ever fat in that See, were ſuch holy, meek, humble, ſelf-denying men, 7 


that they would not for a World, let a Word fall to exalt their own 
Authority 


- * 
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Authority in the Church. And we arc mightily to blame tò think otherwiſe 
of them. Is it poſſible to think that Felix I. and Luci I. ſhould ſpeak 
for their own Intereſt ; though the Epiſtles under their Names be ſuch 
notorious  Conterfeirs, that all ſober Men among you are aſhamed of 
chem 2 It is poſſible that Leo I, ſhould do it, who was ſo humble 4 Man, 
that he contended with 630 Biſhops of the Council of Chalcedon about the 
Primacy of his See; and whole Epiſtles breath ſo much of Self denia in all * 
the Conteſts he had about it? And although Pope Agathe and the reſt be 
of later ſtanding, when the Popes begin a little more openly to take 
upon them; yet, Can the Proteſtants think that theſe men were byaſſed with 
their proper Intereſtꝰ? Are not theſe weak Pretences for them to rejett their 
Authority upon? For your part (you lay,) you could never underſtand this 
'Proceeding off®Þ roteſtants. The more a great deal is the Pity ; and if we 
could help your Underſtanding and not endanger our own, we would 
willingly do it. Well but though Be/larmine'$ pregnant Reaſons prove ſo 
abortive,” and though the Pope's Authorities ſhould not be taken, yet his 
Lordſhip muſt needs wrong Bellarmine, in ſaying, That he doth upon the. Mar- 
ter confeſs, that there is not one Father in the Church diſintereſted in the Cauſe, 
who underſtands this Textus Bellarmine doth, before Theophylact. And the P. 209. 
reaſon is, becauſe, though Bellarmine cite no more, yet there might be more for 
all that? for, muſt he needs confeſs, there are no more Authors citable in any 
Salject, but what he cites himſelf > As though Bellarmine were wont to leave 
out any Authorities which made for his Purpoſe, eſpecially in ſo weighty a 
ſubject as this? Do you think he was ſo weak a Perſon to run to Pope's Au- 
thorities, if he could have found any other > And when he produces no 
more, is it not a plain Confeſſion he found no more to his Purpoſe 2 Bur 
I am weary of ſuch great Impertinencies ; and would fain meet with 
ſome Thing of Matter that might hold up the Readers Patience as well as 
mine. All that ever I can meet with, that hath any Thing of Tendency 
that way, is, That this Privilege of the Tndeficiency of St. Peter's Faith doth 
not bolong to him as an Apoſtle, but rather as he was Prince of the Apoſtles, and 
appointed to be Chriſt's Vicar on Earth after him. Very handſomly begged 
again! But where is the Proof for all this? Have you no Popes ſtand ready 
again to arreſt the Truth of it? For none elſe that have any Reaſon would 
ever ſay it? Did St. Peter deny Chriſt as Prince of the Apoſtles? Indeed it + 
was then much for his Honour that the Captain ſhould fly from his Colours 
firſt > and Chriſt's Vicar upon Earth ſhould the moſt need to have his Faith 
prayed for, chat it ſhould not fail? I had thought St. Peter had been Head 
of the poſes, and not Simon If Chriſt had ſpoke to him as his Yicar, * - 
he would ſure have call'd him Peter, Peter, and not Simon, Simon. But it 
ſeems he did not attend, that Peter was #he Rock, on which his Church muſt be 
brilt : Or elſe he minded it ſo much, that he thought that Name improper 
when he mentions his falling: You have therefore ſtoutly and unanſwera- 
bly (not proved, but) demonſtrated that theſe Words were ſpoken of 
St. Peter, not as an Apoſtle, but as Chriſt s Vicar upon Earth. | 
Bur ſuppoſe it were ſo; What is this to thoſe who pretend to be his 9. 3. 
ducceſſors? Tes very much. For (ſay you), Whatever our Saviour intend- 
ed ſpould deſcend by Virtue of that Prayer of his, did effectively ſo deſcend. You 
might have put one of Bellarmine's fine dubio's to this. For, Whoever was 
fo ſenſſeſs as ro queſtion that? But you confeſs, It is a very diſputable Que- 
Prion, Whether every thing which Chriſt by his Prayer intended and obtained for 
St. Peter, was likewiſe intended by him to. deſcend to St. Peter's Succeſſours. 
Tet that ſome ſpecial Privilege was to deſcend to them, is, you ſay, manifeſt by 
5 K Kk K 2  Bellarmine's 
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Bellarmine's Authorities and Reaſons. If from nothing elſe, I dare conf. 
dently ſay, No Man in his Wits will believe it manifeit. And what that is, 
neither you, nor any one elſe can either prove or uiderſtand. Tes (jay 

you) it is, that none of his Succeſſors ſhould ever ſo far fall from the Faith, 

as to teach Hereſie, in Pontificalibus, or, as you 1peak with Bel/armine, a,y 

thing contrary to Faith tanquam Pontifex; 1. e. in Virtue of that authority 

which they were to have in the Church as St. Peter 5 Succeſſors. . Here then 

we fix a while to fec this proved; but our Expectation is again fruſtrated; 

For inſtead of Proofs we meet with the old Mumpfimus, ot rhe Pope's erring 

as private Doctor, but not as Paſtor of the Church : A Diſtinction 10 ridicy- 
lous, that many among your ſelves derice it, as will appear preſently. And 

P. 210. therefore put in your tanquam Pontifex as long as you pleaſe, you will gain 
nd great Matter by it. When you can prove that Chriſt did igtend in that 
one Prayer, ſome part of the Gitt perſonally and abſolutely to St. Peter, and 

another part conditionally to his Succeſſors, I will grant it no Abſurdity to 

ſay, that perhaps ſome part of the Gift did not belong to either of them. But 

theſe are ſuch ſtrange tetches out of a plain Scripture, that thoſe may ad- 

mire your Subtilty, who cannot be convinced by your Reaſon. Yet to let 

you ſee that theſe Things are not ſo clear as you would have them, I ſhall 

bring you ſome Arguments out of your own Writers againſt your Inter- 
comment in ꝓ. pretation of this Place, and I pray Anſwer them at your Leiſure. YFigorius 


%, , therefore proves that this Place cannot be underſtood of St. Peter and his 


ſep. 3. Succeſſors, that their Faith ſhould not fail; for then faith he, 1. The Canons 


had decreed to no purpoſe that a Pope mig ht be depoſed in Caſe of Herefie ; for 
thoſe that ſuppoſe that he may fall into Hereſie, do doubtleſs ſuppoſe that his 
Faith fails. Now here is a Witneſs againſt you, from your own Church 
and that out of your Canons too; and that is better worth than twent 

Teſtimonies of Popes for you. 2. If this were underſtood of St. Peter's 
Succeſſors, they who ſucceeded him at Antioch would enjoy this Privilege as well 
as thoſe at Rome; for they are, faith he, as well St. Peter's Succeſſors as 


the other. And, ſaith he, if they underſtand this of one and not of the 


other, totis faucibus ſe deridendos propinarent, they expoſe themſelves to 
contempt and laughter. 3. If this were true of St. Peter's Suceeſſors at 
Rome, then the Lecrecs of one Pope could not be revoked by the other; becauſe, 
it is impoſſible they ſhould err in making thoſe Decrees. But it is not Vgorius 
alone who hath ſhewed the Weakneſs of your Arguments from this Place; 
for our learned Countryman Mr. White hath more fully and largely dif- 
covered the Weakneſs of all your Pretences from Scripture, Fathers, and 
Reaſon, concerning the Pope s ſucceeding St. Peter in his Infallibility. And 
7:bula ſuf, Particularly as to this Place he ſaith, That either it concerns the preſent Dan- 
:ab.10.2.111. ger St. Peter was in, or elſe doth repreſent what was to be afterwards in the 
Church; and that it doth primarily and directly relate to St. Peter's imminent 
Tentation, all the Circumſtances perſwade us; firſt, Becauſe he is called by his 
private Name Simon, and not by his Apoſtolical Name Peter, 2. Becauſe Chriſt 
immediately ſubjoyns after St. Peter's Anſwer his threefold Denial of him. 
3. The Event it ſelf makes it appear, by the Apoſtles Flight, $ Peters Tempta- 
tion and Fall, his Converſion and Tears when Chriſt looked on him; and by his 
confirming the Diſciples after Chriſt's Reſurreftion, But ſaith he), if this 
Place be taken as reſpecting the future times of the Church, the ſame thing muſt 
be expected in S. Peter's Succeſſors, which fell out in S. Peter himſelf, vit. 
that either through Fear, or ſome other Motive they may be drawn into the ſhe 
of Herefie, or into Hereſie it ſelf ; but ſo, as either in themſelves or their Suc- 


crfſors, they ſhould be reſtored to the Catholick Faith. But what Reaſon there 
is 
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is for this latter Interpretation (though deſtructive to the Poppy Infalli- 
bly 


bility) neither doth that Perſon acquaint” us, nor can I poſi under- 


ſtand. All the Evaſion that you have to avoid the Force of whatever is 


brought againſt you out of this Place, is by conjuring up that rare Diſtin- 
Aion of che Pope s not erring when he defints any thing as matter of Faith. 
But ſee what that ſame Perſay faith of this Diſtinction of yours, Fxcipiunt 


aliqui, faith he, Papam poſſe eſſe hareticim, ſed non poſſe herefim promulgare.” 


Adeo quidlibet effutire pro libidine, etiam licitum eft. Some Anſwer, that the 
Pope may be a Heretick, but cannot promulge or define Hereſie: So far do Men 


Tabul. ſu frag, 
i459. ® 


think it lawful to ſay what they pleaſe. But tan any Man, faith he, Be guilty 


of ſo much Incogitancy, as not to fee that theſe things are conſequent upon each 
other; It is a Pear-tree, and therefore it will bear j ears : It is a Vine, aud 
therefore it will bring forth Grapes. Chriſt ſaith, an evil Tree cannot bring forth 
good fruit; but theſe ſay, An evil Tree cannot bring forth bad fruit. The Apoſtle 
ſaith, The Wiſdom of the Fleſh cannot be ſubjet to God ; but theſe ſay, It cannot 
but be ſubjett to God. And then he further preſſeth, That they would de- 
clare from what Author they brought this Contradiftion into the Church o 
God, left Men ſbould believe they were inſpired by the Father of Lyes when they 
made it. Nay he goes further yet in theſe ſtinging Expreſſions, An putatis 
licere, in re que totum Eccleſiæ ſtatum ad vivum tangit, novitatem adeo inau- 
ditam, adeo rationi adverſantem, aded excedentem omnem fidem, ex ſomniis 
cerebri veſtri inferre? Do you think it lawful, in a matter which toucheth the 
whole State of the Church to the quick, to produce ſo unheardof a Novelty, ſo 
repugnant to Reaſon, ſo far above all Faith out of the Dreams of your own Brain # 
Go now, and anſwer theſe Things among your ſelves? complain not that 
we account ſuch Evaſions filly, abſurd, and ridiculous ; you ſee they are 
accounted ſo by ſome of your own Communion (or, atleaſt, who pretend 
to be ſo) and thoſe no contemptible Perſons neither. But ſuch as have 
ſeen ſo much of the Weakneſs and Abſurdity of your common Doctrine, 
that they openly and confidently oppoſe it, and that upon the ſame 
Grounds that Proteſtants had done it before thet1, And 1 hope, this is 
much more to our purpoſe to ſhew the Tnſufficiency of theſe Proofs, than 
it was for you to produce the Teſtimonies of ſeveral Popes in their own 
Cauſe. Which was all the Proof that Bellarmine or you had, that theſe 
Words are extended to St. Peter's Succeſſors, when we bring Men from 
among your ſelves, who produce ſeveral Reaſons, that they ought not to 
be lo interpreted. | | 
But yet there is another place as pertinent as the former; the celebra- 
ted Paſce oves & agnos, John 21. 16, 16,17. But Sheep and Lambs, ſay you, 
are Chriſt's whole Flock. So there are both theſe, ſaith his Lordſhip, in every 
flock that is not of barren" Wethers ; and every Apoſtle, and every Apoſtles 
Succeſſor hath Charge to feed both Sheep and Lambs; that is, weaker and 
cron er Chriſtians, not People and Paſlors, Subjects and Governours, as A. C. 
expounds it, to bring the necks of Princes under the Roman Pride. No (ſay 
you) mo ſuch Charge is given to any other Apoſtles, in the Places his Lordſhip 
cites, Matth. 28. 19. Matth. 10. 17. for theſe ſpeak of Perſons unbaptized, 
but that plate of S. John, of thoſe who were actually Chriſt's Flock; and the 
Words beim abſolutely and indefinitely pronounced, muſt be underſtood general- 
ly and indefinitely of all Chriſt's Sheep and Lambs, that is, of all Chriſtians 
whatſc ever, not excepting the Apoſtles themſelves ; unleſs it appear from ſome 
other place, that the other Apoſtles had the feeding of all Chriſt's  heep, as uni- 
verſally and unlimitedly committed to them, as they were here to S. Peter. 
But all this is nothing, as Vigorius ſpeaks about the ſolvere, ligare, paſecres 
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Part II. 
2. . 61. but dudum exploſis cantilenis aures Chriſtianorum obtundere, to bring us 


thoſe things over and over, Which have been anſwered as oft as they have 
been brought. For how often have you been told, that theſe Words 


_—y 


a MAS. « 


John 20. 21. 


contain no particular Commiſſion to S. Peter, but a more vehement Exhor- 
tation to the diſcharge of his Duty, and that preſled with the quickneſs of 
the * before it, Loveſi thou me 2 How often, that the full Commi / 


fron to the Apoſtles was given before? As the Father hath ſent me, ſo ſend 


I you. And that, as Chriſt was by his Father's Appointment the chief Shep. 
herd of the Sheep and Lambs too; ſo Chriſt by chis equal Commiſſion to 
all the Apoſtles gives them all an equal Power and Authority to govern his 
Flock : How often, that nothing appears conſequent upon this, whereby 
St. Peter took this Office upon him? But that afterwards we find St. Peter 


Gal. 2.79, calPd the Apoſtle of the Circumciſion, which certainly he would never have 
been, had he been looked on as the Univerſal Paſtor of the Church; we 
Acts 8.14 find the Apoſtles ſending St. Peter to Samaria, which was a very unman- 
nerly Action, if chey looked on him as Head of the Church. How often, 
thor theſe indefinite Expreſſions arc not excluſive of the Paſtoral Charge of 
Mark s. s. other Apoſtles over the Flack of Chriſt > When they are not only bid zo preach 
33 the Goſpel to every Creature, but even thoſe Biſbopt which they ordained in 
ts 20. 25. 


P. 191, 


Toll. 


P. 412. 


{cvcral Churches are charged to feed the Flock ; and therefore certainly the 
Apoſtles chemſelves had not only a charge to Preach to unbaprized Perſons 
(as you ſuppoſe) but to govern the Flock of thoſe who were actually Chriſz's 
Sheep and Lambs$, as well as St. Peter? How often, I ſay, have you been 
told all theſe and ſeveral other things in Anſwer to this Place; and have you 
yet the Confidence to object it, as though ir had never been taken notice 
of, without cver offering to take off thoſe Anſwers which have been ſo 
frequently given? But you muſt be pardoned in this, as in all other things 
of an equal Impoſſibility. 5 

Well, but his Lordſhip objects a ſhrewd Conſequence from this Uni- 


verſal Paſtorſhip ; that this brings the Necks of Princes under the Roman 


Pride. And if Kings be meant, (his Lordſhip ſaith) ye? the Command is, 
paſce, feed them; but deponere, or occidere, to depoſe or kill them, is not 
paſcere in any Senſe ; Lanii id eſt, non Paſtoris, that's the Butchers, not the 
Shepherd s part. This, you call, his ! ordſhip's winding about, and falling 
upon that odious Queſtion of killing and depoſing Kings. An odious Que- 
{tion indeed, whether we conſider the Grounds, or the Effects and Conſe- 
quents of it. But yer you would ſeem to clear your ſelves from the odium 
of it. Firſt, By ſaying that it is a groſs Fallacy to argue à negatione ſpe- 
cici ad negationem generis, which is a new kind of Logick. It is indeed, for 
it is of your owncoyning ; for his Lordſhip argues ab aſfirmatione generis 
ad affirmationem ſpeciei, and I hope this is no new Logick, unleſs you think 
he that ſaith, He who hath Power over all /zvinz Creatures, hath not there- 
by Power over Men too. His Lordſhip therefore doth not argue againſt 
the Pope's Univerſal Supremacy, from the denyal of that, bur deduces 
that as a Conſequence from your Aſſertion, and Explication of what you 
mean by Sheep and Lambs. But this is bur a ſlight Anſwer in Compariſon 
of what follows: Secondly, we anſwer, That the Point of Killing Kirgs, 
is a moſt falſe and ſcandalous Imputation ; ſcandalous enough indeed, if 
falſe: and though your Popes have not given expreſs Warrant for the 


doing ir, yet it is ſufficiently known, How the Pope in Conſiſtory could 


not contain his Joy when it was done; in the caſe of Henry 3. of France. 


And ir hath been ſufficiently confeſied and lamented by Perſons of your 


own Communion, How much the Doctrine of the. Feſuirs hath encou, 
raged 
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raged thoſe Aſſaſinations of thoſe two ſucceſſive Zenries of France. Will 
you, or dare you vindicate the Doctrines of Mariana, and others, which 
do not obſcurely deliver their Judgment, as to that very thing of Till. 
ing Heretical Princes? But if we ſhould grant you this, That the Pope 
may not command to Kill, What fay you to that of depofing Princes :? 
which ſeldom falls much ſhort of the 2 As to this, you dare not cry, 

It is a falſe and ſcandalous Imputation, às you did to the other; but you 
anſwer, Tis no Point of your Faith, that the Pope hath Power to do it; and 
therefore you ſay it is no part of your Task to diſpute it. Is this all the Security 
Princes have from you, that it is no Point of your Faith, that the Pope 
hath Power to do it? Is it not well enough known, "2 there are man 
things which are held undoubtedly by the greateſt part A your Charth, 
which yet you ſay, are no Points of Faith? And yet in this you are di- 
rectly contradicted by one who knew what were Points of Faith among 
you, as well as you, and that was Father Creſwell; whoſe Teſtimony I have pz;1;pao-. 
cited Already; and he ſaith expreſly, Certum eſt, & de fide, It is a thing J. 157.2. 
certain, and of Faith: that the Subjets of an Heretical Prince, are not on- 

ly freed from Allegiance gy. but are bound, ex hominum Chriſtianorum domi- 

natu ejicere, to caſt him out of his Power, which certainly is more than the 

depoſing of him. And Sanders plainly enough ſaith, That a Xing that will p. vig6. M- 
not ſubmit to the Pope's Authority, is by no Means tobe ſuffered, but his Sub- narch. 1.2.c.4. 
jells ought to do their utmoſt ' endeavour. that another may be placed in his 

Room. Indeed, he faith not, as the other doth, That this is de fide, but that 

is the only reſerve you have when a Doctrine is odious and infamous to 

the World, to cry out, It is not de fide, when yet it may be as firmly be- 

lieved among you, as any that you account de fide. And if you believe 

the Duke of Alva in his Manifeſto at the Siege of Pampelona, when the Pope nn 4, 
had depoſed the King of Navarre to whom that City belonged, he faith, 4% Navarr. 
That it is not doubted but the Pope had Power to depoſe Heretigal Princes. And ©": © 5 

if you had been of another Opinion, you ought to have declared yourſelf 

more fully than you do. If you had ſaid, that indeed ſome were of that 

Opinion, but you abhorred and deteſted it, you had ſpoken to the pur- 

poſe; but when you uſe only that pitiful Evaſion, That it is not of Faith, &c. 

you ſufficiently thew, What your Judgment is, but that you dare not pub- 

lickly own it. It ſeems, you remember what was faid by your Maſters 

in reference to Emanuel Sd, non fuit opus ad iſta deſcendere. There was no 

need to meddle with thoſe things. It ſeems, if there had. been, there 

was no hurt in the Doctrine, but only that it was unſeaſonable, I 

pray God keep us from that time, when you ſhall think it #eedful to de- 

clare your ſelves in this Point. But you conclude this with a moſt unwor- 

thy and ſcandalous Reflection on Proteſtants, in theſe Words; But what 
Proteſtants have both done and juſtified in the worſt. of theſe kinds, is but too 

freſh in Memory. But, were thoſe the Practices and Principles of Proteſtants? 

Were they not abhorred and deteſted in the higheſt manner by all zrue 
Proteſtants, both at Home and Abroad? It will be well, if you can clear 


— 


ſome of your ſelves from having too much a Hand in promoting both thoſe 


Principles and Practices. I ſuppoſe you cannot but have heard, Who it 
was is ſaid to have expreſſed ſo much Joy at the time of that horrid Execu- 


tion; What Counſels and Machinations are ſaid to have been among ſome 


devoted Sons of the Church of Rome abroad about that time Therefore 
clear your ſelves more than yet you have done, of thoſe Imputations, be- 
fore you charge that guilt on Proteſtants, which they expreſs the higheſt 
Abhorrence of, And let the Names of ſuch who either publickly or 
hy privately 


P. 19. n. 18. 


P. 212. 
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privately abet or juſtifie ſuch horrid Actions, be under a continual Ayg- 
thema to all Generations. | . 

After all this Diſcourſe about the Pope's Authority, A. C. brings it at laſt 
home to the buſineſs of Schiſm. For, he ſaith, The Biſhop of Rome ſhall ne- 
ver refuſe to feed and govern the whole Flock in ſuch ſort, as that neither par- 
ticular Man nor Church ſhall have juſt cauſe, under Pretence of Reformation in 
Matters of Faith, to make a Separation from the whole Church. This (his 
Lordſhip ſaith) by A. C's Favour, is meer begging the Queltion. For this is 
the very thing which the Proteſtants charge upon him; namely, that he hath 
governed, if not the whole, yet ſomuch of the ( hurch as he hath been able to 
bring under his Power, ſo, as that he hath given too juſt cauſe of the preſent 
continued Separation. And, as the Corruptions in the Doctrine of Faith, in 
the Church of Rome, were the cauſe of the firſt Separation; ſo are they at this 
preſent Day, the cauſe why the Separation continues. And the Opprefion of the 
Church of Rome, he further adds, is thegreat cauſe of all the Errors in that 
part of the Church which is under the Roman Furiſdiftion. And for the Pro- 
teſtants, they have made no Separation from the General Church properly ſo cal. 
led, but their Separation is only from the Church ef Rome, and fuch other 
Churches, as by adhering, to her, have hazarded themſelves, and do now mif. 
cal themſelves the whole Catholick Church. Nay, even here the Proteſtants 
have not left the Church of Rome in her Eſſence, but in her Errors ; not in the 
Things which conſtitute a Church, but only in ſuch Abuſes and Corruptions, as 
work towards the Diſſolution of a Church. Let now any indifferent Reader 
be judge, Whether his Lordſhip, or A. C. be the more guilty in begging the 
Queſtion. For all the Anſwer you can give, is, That his Lordſhip begs it, 
in ſaying that the Roman Church is not the whole Catholick Church, and that 
the Roman Catholick Church may be in an Error ; but the former we haye 
proved already, and I doubt not but the latter will be as evident as the 
other, before our Task be ended. But, as though it were not poſſible for 
you to be guilty of begging the Queſtion, after you have ſaid that the Ro- 
man Church cannot err, you give this as the reaſon for it, Becauſe ſhe is the 
«nſhaken.Rock of Truth; and that ſhe hath the ſole continual Succeſſion of law- 
fully ſent Paſtors and Teachers, who have taught the ſame unchanged Doctrine, 
and ſhall _— continue ſo teaching it to the World's end. Now, Who 
dares call this Begging the Queſtion > No, it mult not be called ſo in you, 
it ſhall be only Taking it for granted. Which we have ſeen, hath been 

your Practice all along, eſpecially when we charge your Church with Er- 
ror ; for then you cry out preſently, What, your Church err? No, you 
defic the Language. What, the Spouſe of Chriſt, the Catholick Churcherr? 
that is impoſſible. What, the "= Rock of Truth to fink into Errors ? 
the Infallible Church be deceived 2 She that hath never taught any thing 
bur Truth, be charged with Falſhood 2 She, that not only zever did err, 
but, it is impoſſible, nay, utterly impoſſible, nay, ſo impoſſible, that it cannot 
be imagined, that ever ſhe ſhoulderr This is the ſum of all your Argu- 
ments, which, no doubt, ſound high to all ſuch who know not what con- 
fident begging the Queſtion means, or, out of Modeſty, are loth to charge 
you with it. | | : | 

Much tothe ſame purpoſe do you go on, to prove, that Proteſtants have 
ſeparated not from the Errors, but the Eſſence of your Church. And if that be 
true, which you ſay, That thoſe Things which we call Errors are eſſential to 
your Church, we are the more ſorry for it; for we are ſure, (and, when 


you pleaſe, will prove it) that they are not, cannot be, eſſential to a he 


Church; and if they be to yours, the caſe is ſo much the worſe with you 
| | when 
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when your Diſtempers are in your Ma and your Errors eſſential to 
your Church s Conſiitution. What other things you have here, are the 
bare Repetitions of what we have olga had before in the Chaptem you re- 
fer us ro. And here we may thank You for ſome eaſe you giye us in the 
far greateſt remaining part of this Chamer, whi conſiſts tedious Repeti- 
tions of ſuch things which h e been latgely diſcuſſed in the Firſt part, 
where they were purpoſely "Md defignedly handled ; as that concerning 
Traditions, chap, 6. that concerning Nectſſaries to 1 chap. 2, 3, — N 
that concerning tho Scriptures being an e Ru broughoubthe Con, | J. 
conceths che Thu e © * 


trovetſie of Reſolution of Faith; and that wiieh 
General Councils, We ſhall have occaſion dt large to handle, aftetwards; and“ N. 57. 


if chere be any thing material here, which you omi here, it ſhalhehe tu wy 
ly conſidered. But know no Obligation lying u lie to an\\werthings 
often as your t them, eſpecially ice Bade is fo od that WAy. * 
It is ſuffttient chat I Kno] not of any materia, Page, Wifich hath nov 
received an Anſwer in its proper placgyt# „„ 
That which is moſt pertinent to out preſent phrpoſe, is N . con- 


= 
cerns the neceſſity a Living Jullge, befides the criptuts | „din Congo 9. DE. 


ſuch a one, and the Pope were he, yet that i wat ſufficiem int the Malice f 
the Devil, and impious Men, to keep bs Church at all times fromiteltt ing even 
in the Doctrine of Faith, or to ſoder the Rents whith ae made Fo prtet ele 
HzreſesÞ# Cor. 11.19. Hereftes there will ße, and Btrefies there N anno * 219. 
be buf in the DoAfFine of Faith. To this you anſwer, That fies are not 

pithin but wit bolt the Church, and the Rents wiel ſtand in e 
ing, are not foun among t he true Members of the Church who. c 4e flill - 
united in he Faith, and due Obedience to their Head; but in- fe hav? 
FO thetrue Church, and either made or adhered to SH and 

retic 


verſies of Faith. As which his Lordihightyith, 7 haty, ſuppoſing there Were y- 1, 


* 
p * 
1 


ongeeg ations. A moſt excellent Anſwer! His Lordſhip ſays, If 


riſt had appointed an Infallible Judge beſides the Sceigture, certain P 
ws hau een for wear urge and ſodcring eas * 10 
Church. So it 3s (ſay you) for if there be 87 Hereſtes, it is nothing 10 
him, they are out of t be Church ; and if there be any Schiſms, they are amore, 
thiſe who are divided m him: That is, he is an Iufallible Fudge only thus 
far, in condemning all ſuch for Hereticts and Schiſmaticks, whozdo. not 
own him. And his only way of preventing Hereſes and Schiſms, is che 
making this the only trial of them, that whatever queſtions his Aurhorz- ' 


ty, is Herefie ; and whatever Separation he made from him, is Schiſn. Juſt 2 Sam. 15. 2. 


as Abſalom ptetended that there was no uadge appointed to hear and deter- 
mine Cauſei and that the Laus were not ſufficient without one, and there- 0. 
fore he wapld do it himſelf; ſo doth the Pope by Chriſt, he pretends that he | 
hath not-WKean care ſufficient for deciding Controverſies” in Faith, thers- » 
fore there is a necellity in order ro the Churches Unity, he ſhould take it 
upon himſelf. But now, if we ſuppoſe in the former caſe of AZ/alom,” that 
he had pretended he could infallibly end all the Con- roverſies in ſraet, 
and keep all in Peace and Unity; and yet abundance of Controverſies to 
ariſe among them by what Right and Power he took that Office upon him, and 
many of them cry out upon it, an Uſurpation, and a R to 
the Laws ind Government of his Father David; and upon this, ſome of 
the wiſer Mraelites ſhould have asked him Whether this were the way to 
end, all Contgoverſies, and keep the Nation in Peace? Would it not have 
been a ſatisfactory Anſwer for him to have ſaid, Yes, no doubt it is the on- 
way; For only they that acknowledge m Power, are the Ain: lawful 

- 2 f LII | Suljets, 
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Subjects, and all the reſt are Rebels and Traytors. And, Is not this juſt the 
ſame Anſwer which you give here? That the Pope is flill nppofuted to hee 

Peace and Unity in the Church, becauſe all that queſtion has Authority, 1 
Hereticts and d chiſmaticts. Bur, as in the former caſe, the ſureſt way to 
prevent thoſe 1 l were to ptoduce that Power and Authorit 

which the Xing had given him, and that ſhould be the firſt thing which 
ſhould be made evident from authentick Records, and the clear Teſtimony 


of the graveſt Sena g 


ts ; ſo, if you could produce the Letters Patents, 
whereby Chriſt made the Pope the great Lord Chancellor of his Church, 
to determine all Controverſies of Faith, and ſhew this atteſted by the con- 
current Voice of the Primitive Church, who beſt knew what Order Chriſt 

k for the Goveramefit of his Church; this were a way to prevent ſuch 


_ Perſons turning ſuch, Heretiets and Schiſmaticks, as you ſay they are, by 
not ſubmitting themſ yes ro the Pope's Authority. Hut᷑ for you to pretend 


chat the Pope's Aut hoxit 15 necellgey to the Church's Unity, andWhen the 
Herefies and Schiſms of The Church are objected, to ſay, That thoſe are all 
out of che Chureh, is juſt as if a Shepherd ſhould ſay, That he would keep 
the whole Flock of Sheep within ſuch a Fold,,and when the better half are 
ſhewed him to be gut of it, he mould retugn this Anfwer, That thoſe were 
without, and not Within his Fold ; and therefore they were none of the 
Flock that he meant. So that his meaning was, thoſe that would abide in, 
he could keep in, but for thoſe that would not, by had nothing to ſay to them, 
So it is with you, the Pope he ends Controverſies, and keeps . at 
Unity; How ſoz They who do agree, are of his Fock, and of the Church; 
and thoſe that do not, are out of it, A Quaker or Anabaptift will eep the 


urch in Unity after the ſame way, only the Pope hath the greater Num- 


ber of his ſide; for, they will tell you, Tf they were hearkened to, the 
Church ſhould never be in Pieces; for all thoſe who embrace their Ho- 
crines, are of the Church, and thoſe who do not, are Hereticts and Schi 
maticks. So we ſee upon your Principles, hat an caſie 2 is to 
be an Infallible Judge, and to end all Controuerſies in the Church ; that on- 
ly this muſt be taken for granted, that all who will not own ſuch an i»fal- 
lible Fudge, are out of the Church, and ſo the Church ĩs at Unity ſtill, how 
many ſoever there are who doubt or deny the Pope's Authority. Thus we 
calily underſtand what that excellent Harmony is, which you cry ſo much 
up in your Church; that you moſt gravely ſay, That, had not the Pope re- 
ceived from God the Power he challenges, he could never have been able to pre- 
ſerve that Peace and Unity in Matters of Religion, that is found in theRoman 
Church : Of what nature that Unity is, we have ſeen already : And ſurely 
you have much cauſe to boaſt of the Pope's Faculty of deciding Controver- 
ſies, ever ſince the late Decree of Pope Innocent, in the caſe of the foe Pro- 


poſitions. For, How readily the Fanſeniſts have ſubmitted ſince, and 


what Unity there hath been among the diſſenting Parties in France, all the 
World can bear you witneſs. And, whatever you pretend, were it not for 
Policy and Intereſt, the Infallible Chair would ſoon fall to the Ground; 
for it hath ſo little footing in Scripture or Antiquity, that there had need be 
a watchful Eye, and ſtrong Hand to keep it up. | K 8 

But now we are to examine the main Proof which is brought for the 
neceſſity of this Living and Infallible Judꝭ e; which lies in theſe Words of 
A. C. Every earthly Kingdom, when Matters cannot be compaſed By a Parlia- 
ment (which cannot be called apon all Occafions) hath, beſides the Law' Books, 
ſome living Magiſtrates and Judges, and above all one viſible King, the hizheſt 
Judge, who hath Authority ſuffictent to end all Controverſies, and ſettle Unity 


in 
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icularly go about 
1. Then, Rp at large proves 452 the 1 tt 
| Fl cherefore the Fo 


the Triumphant « an 


Chap. VI. 2 from Scripture or 


" 
in in all Ti amporab Affair 5. 


Ang, Shall ab nhint that Chriſt, the Kin 
con prffvided in his A 2 4 the Church, buly the Lam Books N — 
6d by his 


ure, and 4 g viſible ges, and — Hl one chief, aſh 
Sp 8 e to 55 Controuerfies 17 2 au Certainty of Faith? 
rich # = he Heu Man may interpret Holy Setipture, the. Law- 


Books, as he li. This; ordlhip faich, is awvery plaufible 

the many; but 93 "Io ts, but a e i the Similitude 
luld not in the tin, Argument is nothing. And 'oMELordſhipat large prove 
chat it iS here For whatever furt x erns Contrafciks conc 
ning the P | Authority, is brough under the -Examiadtior' of; this Ar- 
gument; which you eby conſeus Mo 


ma | ther 
Reader, that he 2 Dependence of one 
upon another. | ing cut off the Su gui of this Chapter 
dy, I'may with Conveniency "a | en ngs cc this m 
within the —_— mw” And 


1 bet un Pas 
together, 


then more 5 


ant Church 10 40 ro- 
of ttz F miliruge is x aj — 
That uppoſing it a K ingdon, Ye! ehe! Militan t is ſpread in n 
17 > Barn Kingdoms, 124 cannot well be ones lite one particular "King- 
am. 3. That 14 England under + e Govenmour, our Gra- 
cious Sovereig ab, zeſides the Law "Book of rhe eri tur ve iHtrates 
or Rs 22 'Biſbops and Biſhops" to f rch mn N and 
45 in particular Ming dms 18 are +: * Aﬀairs of treat eſt 


ah 


2 


7e. the 2 Laws, which cannot ie determined. 
in e ſo ig abe Church, the making ſuch Canons which muſt bind 
Chr iſtians 2 muſt belong 


Nad of * may be berter perceived, * the "> 
Rea 
We game now — to the felt Mälo et As to which his Logdfhi 
faith, It is not certain that ; the vhote Church Militant i by 4 4 e or mY q 
are no mea ones which think," our Saviour Chriſt left. the itant in 
the Hands of the Apoſtles, and theix;Succeiſors, in an "aw br; or rather 
a mixt. Geverumen 27 aud that the Church is not Monarchical, 9 than 


this Senſe Ek) and in this only the Church is a moſt abſolute Kingdom. And 
the very expreſſin? of this Senſe, is a full Anſwer to all the places Fa Scripture, 
and other Arguments brought by Bellarmine to prove, that the Church is a Mo- 
narchy. Bat the Church being as large as the World,” Chriſt thought fitteſt to 
govern it Ariſtactatically, by divers, rather than 7 one Vice Roy. A 
le lieve, ſaich he, this is true. For ſoit was governed for the firſt three hun- 
dred Tears, and ſomewhat better; the Biſhops of thoſe times carrying the whole 
Buſineſs of admitting any new conſecrated Biſbo op; Sor others to, or rejecting them 
from their Communion. And this, his Lordſhip faith, He hath — ex- 
amined for the firſt fix hundred Tears, even to, and within, the time of 
gory the Great. Now to this you anſwer, 1. That heh A. C. urgeth the 


Argument in a Similitude of a Kingdom only, yet it is of force in any other kind. 
of ſettled Government, as in a ere nec But by this A. C. ſeems 4 


great deal the wiſer Man, for he knew what he did when he inſtanced in 
a Aingdom; for he ſoreſaw that this only would tend to his purpoſe con- 


cerning the Pope's Supremacy ; but hs there be the lame Neceſſity of 
I; 


1 2 ſome 


to 4 free and lawful General Council. Thus I have 
2 8 the bl of his Lordſhi s Anſwer, that tlie Dependenc® 


Militant make one Body under Chriſt the Head. And in 


. Gre- P. 219 


ent with P 199. n. 7. 


P. 2cc. 


444 


HF RY - — 
"The Popes — not proved Pare 1 IL 


- 9. 


220. 


ſome Supreme Power in a lies, et that would Tags good 
at all; Marr chat could be inf&red 2. by would be the Net of a 
General Council, And by this you may ſec, Howlictle x Fvilirude 
will hold any other way — . put it. r me No, 
That the Government of the Church:is not pure but 

the Aeon ara the Church is * 775 Confe Woes 
yet Biſhops within their: reſpective Dioceſes and 
Princes alſo, that is, 4 P ab orgiznd Gbvernors of ſuc 
in their own Right. How far chis\lacer, 


is conſonant to 
is that We gumpute fam; concerning 


have already examined derbe 
the verum Church, Whecher- be Monarchical ork no, 
is is that which his Lor ip denies; and, for all chat Ile, we may 
inne to ꝗo ſo too, for an Argument you being to x e gg * 


Wi Although” von process you my in the nec 


5 


fince the Government F one in chief, 857 2 whe N. the 
+ moſe perfet, Mig wondlef ir it t . 2 thoue 75 tier to 9 
vern the'Church by eKice- Roy, than Ariſtoer pain, hy 7 . 
would have it 5 But, Arc you * . askec hey 
in eſtabliſhing a Goviektment, i in, hurch » The 1 cer d riuly 
that of all Fam of Civil ment, Monarc hy was the belt,” & e. molt 
conducing to the Eds of Civil 2 ' for : ic Excellency of ſuch 
things muſt be meaſured by their teſj o the Bud. . if we — 
this to the Church, we muſt not m it by ſuch Ends, fanſie to bur 


ſelves, or ſuch as are only the ends of meer / Civil Societies ; but all muſt 
be conſidered with a fi to the chief Defig#n.of him whe fiſt inſtiruted 
a (Church. And from thence we muſt draw our Inferences, as 1 What 
may tend moſt to the Peace and Unity of it. Now ic appcaring to be the 
great Deſign of Chriſt, that M ſhould be brought to eternal Happi- 
neſs, we cannot argue from hence, as to the Neceſſity of any manner of 
Government, unlels one of them bath in it ſelf a greater Io Sie to this 
than anorher hath. For in Cwil Ggyernments, the whole- Difien of the 
Society, is the Civil Peace of it; but it is herwiſe, i jn the;Churchythe main 
end of it, is to order Things wich the greateſt Conyeniency fora future 
"Life : Now this being the main end of, rhisSociery, aud no manner of G- 
vernment having in it ſelf a greater Tendeney to this than other; It was 
in the Power of the Legiſtator, to appgint what Government he pleaſed him- 


felt. But when we conſider that he intended this Church of his ſhould be, 


ſpread all oyer the World, and this to be his immediate Erranq he ſent his 
Apoſtles upon, to preach to every Creature, and to plant Churches in the moſt 
remote and diſtantPlaces from each other; we cannot have the leaſt ground 
to fanſic he ſnould appoint an Unjverſal 1 in his Church of any Go- 
vernment whatſoever. ko if we will take that Boldneſs you put us up- 
on, to enquire, What form is fitteſt for a Society diſperſed into all Parts of 
the World, and that are not bound, upon their being Chriſtians, to live 
' nearer Rome, than Mexico or Japan; Could any one imagine it would be, 
to appoint one Y7ce-Roy to ſuperintend his Church at ſuch a place as Rome 
is? Suppoſe all the Eaſt and Weſt-Indies conſiſted of Chriſtian Churches, 
What Advantage, in order to the Governinęnt of thoſe Churches, could the 


Pope's Authority be? What Hereſſes and Schiſms might be among them be. 


fote his Holineſs could be acquainted with them? Theſe are therefore ve- 


ry ſlender and narrow Conceptions concerning Chriſt's Inſtitutiou of 3 


Government over his Catholick Church, as though he ſhould only have te- 
gard to theſe few adjacent parts of Jude, without any reſpect to br 
0 


tre , Jpiritual 
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06d of che Whole Church. hue ſince we ſegyChri/t . deſi nod a Church. 
= hymi ghit be in moſt remote and diſtant Place — Nee 


yet at e equally promote the iii where 
che bee Churches, 19 very unreaſonable#ro rhink he * „ 
one Wo be Head oycr them all. he pb ich get us ; ſuppoſe, that Eu- 
rope ag (as che E Churches . with the Turt- 
"bs and only ſome few ſuffering Chrift:anSlleft here, and the Pope 
Ach the ſame Condition with the atriarch of Conſtantinople : But on 
the otl ſide, «hat Chriſt iani tin ely ſpread it ſelf in China, and 
ET dith? . 1 * — ayes a Gould any 
iloſop 1 naeh at Rome, or theſe, were, the 
bly Wk the Carb de, of 4 e 
i 1 aczeties 2. For thar is certa the is ſuitecd 
ditions of chat 8dc2e7y; Which is | ow it is ap- 
parent 0 "Ch 576 was intengleg to be ſo Cath that no one 
Vice poſed able co ok bo! the Governys 1550 it Ik. Chriſt 
Uh an meerly 4 Sirch: whichytbouldthave conſiſted of ſuch 
tons hich lay near Ahh. Nome, and the Suppoſition . 


Monatc the Church would not have hee altogether ſo in- 
ruds (tho liable to Vegy many Inçonpenieneies i But when (he 
Ae his Religion for the univerſal good of the World, and that in all 
parts of it; without obliging them ve near each other it is one of the 
moſt ugccaſonable Suppaſitions in ne World that he. D up a 
Moharthical Government over his Catholick Chitrch in ſuch a Place as Rome 
But now, if we ſuppoſe only an Ariſtocratical Government inthe Church 
wh Chriſt as the alone Supreme Head; nothing can be mote ſuitable to 
Fob of the Church, or the large extent of it, than that is. Fa 
| 9 C _— is, chere may be Biſbops to govern it, and other O 
cers of the Church to over: ſes che leſſer Hes of it, ang all zeig do pr * 
+ the Peace and Unity of it, which they my with che matecaſe as if no 
one challenge to be Supreme 5 rad, to whom belongs rhe'thicf Cate ofthe 
Church. For by this Means they cannot with that Power and Authority 
redreſs, Abuſes, and ꝓreſetye ti Churches Hao and Peace, which other- 
wiſe they might have done So that conſidering barely the Nature of 
Things, nothing ſeems mene repugnant to for which Chriſt in ſtitu- 
ted a Catholick Church han ſuch aMaxarchy you imagine; and nothing 
2 ſuitable rhisa- e onſidering that Chriſtian Churches may 
e much diſperſed road, and that where they are, they are incorporated 
Tis chat CiviF in which 57% 1, (according to theknowm- ſaying 
of Optatus, Fcelefia eſt in Bay oak 


&c.) and theref age ſuch a Monarchy 
would be unſuitable to the civil raments in which thoſe, Churches may 
be. For pens eaſie to demonſtr? 


that ſuch a Moyarchy as you chal- 
lenge Church, is the moſt inconvenient "Government for it, take the 
Chur 94 65 in * way, or ſenſe you pleaſe ; Whether ds. to its own Peace 


rder, or 
5 to che Civil Government it lives under. And. if N more 
latgely e into pom hings, we might eaſily find, that thoſe which 


d inſtitute ſuch a 
1 to the Nature 
an judge, did never 


you look on as the gugat Ends, wherefore Chri 

* Monarehical Governmen in his Church, are things, 

of a Chriſtian — ay, hich Chriſt, as fat as 

intend to take cv 1 ſhould never be; which are, Freedom from 

all kind of Controugr AP 7 abfolure Submiſſion of Jadginent ro the De- 

crees of an Infallible udge. We no where find fuch a State of a A e 
urc 
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Church deſcribed or promiſed,” where Men ſhall all be of one Mind (only 
that Peace and hrothegliy Love be continued, is that, all Chriſtians are 
bound to); much leſs tertainly, that this City ſhouſd be by a bmiſſion 
of our Underſtandings to an Infallible Fudge, of whom we Wine 
in that Book which petſwades u8 to be Chriſtians; and wie Which 
Freedom of our Underſtandings (which: this pretended Infallibiſi would 
deprive us bf) we could never have been Judicious and Rational . 
| flians. 8 di. La 77 * 
9.10 But granting that wiſe Men have thought Monarchy the beſt Government | 
in its ſelf; Whar is this to the proving, what Gomgrmment Cbriſ bar h ap. 
pointed in his'Church ? For that is the beſt Government for LAS reh; 
not which Philoſophers and Politicians have thought beſt, but Which our 
Saviour hath appointed in his Word. For he certainly knew beſt, What 
would ſuit with the Convenienees of his Chureh., And theſe are boſÞand 
inſolent Diſputes, wherein thoſe. of your fide argue, Tha Chriſi maſt have 
inſtituted a Monarchy inhis Church, becauſe all Philoſophers have judgii I hat 
the moſt perfect Government. I need not tell you what theſe Speeches im- 
ply Chriſt to be, if he doth not follow the FH he Judgmeng. Will 
you give him leave to judge what is fitteſt for his Charch himſelf? Or do 
| you think he hath not Wiſdom enough to do it, . unleſs}the Philoſophers 
| inſtruct him: Let us therefore appeal to his Laws to fee What Government 
he hath there appointed. And now I ſhall deal more cloſely with you. 
You tell me, therein Chriſt hath appointed this. Monarchical Government. 
But I may be nearer your Mind, when you will Anſwer me theſe follow- 
ing Queſtions. When, and where did any wiſe Legiſlator appoint a Mat- 
| ter of fo vaſt Concernment to the good of the Society, as the Supreme Gt 
1 berument of it, and expreſs no more of it in his Laws, than Chriſt hath 
| done of this Monarchical Gove rnment of the Church 2: Is there not parti- 


1 cular Care taken in all Laws about that, to expreſs the Rights of Sovereignty, 
1 ro hinder Uſurpations, to bind all ro Obedience, to determine the Way 
=_ of Succeſſion by Deſcent or Election? And hath Chriſt inſtituted a Monar- 
A chy in his Church and faid nothing of all theſe Things? When the utmoſt 
you can pretend to, are ſome ambiguous Places, which you muſthaye the 
Power of Interpreting your ſelves, or they fignifhie nothing to your Pur- 
poſe. So that none of the Fathers, or the Primitive Church for ſeveral 
Centuries, could find out ſuch Myſteries in ſuper hanc Petram, dabo til. 


E fk Deer rr ede e „e 


Claves, and paſce oves, as you have done. If ſuch a Monarchy had been ap- b 
pointed in the Church, what ſhould we have had mote frequent Mention ch 
of in the Records of the Church, than of this: Where do we meet with to 
any Hiſtories that write the Affairs of Aingdoms for ſome Hundreds of th 
Years, and never mention any Royal Achs of the Tings of them? If S. Peter's 
being at Rome had ſettled the Monarchy of the Church there, what more of 
famous Act could have been mentioned in all Autiguity than that? What e 
| Notice would have been taken by other Churches of him whom he bad ** 
| left his Suceeffor > What Addreſſes would have been made to him b M 4 
— che Biſhops of other Churches > What Teſtimonies of Obedience and Sub. th 
| | miſſion; what Appeals and Reſort thither? And it is wonderful ſtrange 1. 
| that the Hiftories of the Church ſhould be ſilent in theſe grand Affairs, 4 
when they report many minute Things, even during the hotteſt Times of of 
Perſecution. Did the Chriſtians conſpire together in thoſe Times not to by 
let their Poſterity know, Who had the Supream,Government of the Church hi 
chen 2 Or were they afraid the Heathen Emperors ſhould be jealous of the bs 


Popes, if they had underſtood their great Authority? But then mow 10 
| ; they 
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they ſhould have carried it however among themſelves with all Reverence 
and Submiſſion to the Pope, and not openly oppoſe him as ſoon as ever he 
began to exerciſe any Authority, as in the Cale of Yor and the han Biz. 
ſhops... But of all things, it ſeems moſt ſtrange and unaccountable to me, 
chat Obr4/t ſhould have inſtituted ſuch a Monarchy in his Church, and none 
of the Apoſtles mention any thing of it in any of the Epiſtles which | Fo 
writ! in which are ſeveral Things concerning the Peace and Government of 
the Church: Nay, whenthereg were Schiſms and Divifions in the Charch, 
and that on the Account of their Teachers, among whom Cephas was one 
(by that very Name on which Chriſt ſaid he would build his Church) and yet 
no mention of Reſpect more to him than to any other: No Intimation of 
what Power St. Peter had for the Government of the Church, as the Head 


and Monarch of it: No References at all made to him by any of the divided 


Parties of the Church at that time: No mention at all of any ſuch Power 
iven him in the Epy/tles written by him, but he writes Juſt as any other 
Apoſtle did, with = Expreſſions of Humility ; and, as if he ſoreſaw what 
be in the Church, he forbids any Lording it over God's 

Heritage, and calls Chriſt the chief Paſtor of the Church, And this he doth 
in an Epiſtle not writ to the Catholict Church, which had been moſt proper 
for him if Head of the Church, but only to the diſperſed Fews in ſome 
articular Provinces. Can any one then imagine he ſhould be Monarch of 


the Church, and no Act of his, as ſuch, recorded at all of him; but carrying 


himſelf with all Humility, not fixing himſelf as Head of the Church in any 
Chair, but going up and down from one Place to another, as the reſt of the 


* for promoting the Goſpel of Chriſt. To conclude all ; Is it poſſi- 


e to conceive there ſhould be a Monarch appointed by Chrift in the 
Church, and yet the Apoſtle when he reckogs upon thoſe Offices which Chriſt 
had ſet in the Church, ſpeak not one Word of him: He mentions Apoſtles, 


Prophets, Evangeliſts, Paſtars and Teachers; but the Chief of all is omits Eph. 4. 11. 


red, and he to whom the Care of all the reſt is committed; and in whoſe 
Authority the Welfare, Peace, and Unity of the Church is ſecured. Theſe 
Things to me ſeem ſo incredible, that till you have ſatisfied my Mind in 
theſe Queſtions, T muſt needs judge this pretended Monarchy in the Church 
to be one of the greateſt Figments ever were in the Chriſtian World, And 


thus I have at large confidered your Argument from Reaſon, Why there 


ſhould be ſuch a Monarchy in the Church; which I have the rather done, 
becauſe it is one of the great Things in diſpute between us, and becauſe 
the moſt plauſible Argument brought for it, is, The Neceſſity of it in order 
to the Church's Peace, which Monarchy being the beſt of Governments would 
the moſt tend to promote. To returnnowto his Lordſhip. a 

He brings an Evidence out of Antiquity againſt the Acknowledgement 
of any ſuch Monarchy in the Church from the — communicatoriæ, which 
certified from one great Patriarch to another, Who were fit or unfit to be admit- 


4 we E . 3 
tel to their Communion, upon any occaſion of repairing from one See to another. 


And theſe were ſent mutually, and asfreely in the ſame manner from Rome to 
the ot ker Patriarchs, as from them to it. Out of which (faith his Lordſhip) 
1 think this will follow moſt directly, that the Church Government then was 


Axiſtocratiral. For had the Biſhop of Rome been then accounted ſole Monarch 


of the Church, and been put into the Definition of the Church (as he is now 
by Bellarmine) all theſe communicatory Letters ſhould have been directed from 
him to the reſt, as whoſe Admittance ought to be a Rule for all to communicate; 
but not from others to him, at leaſt not in that even equal brotherly way, 4s 
now they appear tobe written. For it is no way probable the Biſhops of _ 
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which even then ſought their awn;greatneſs too much, would have ſubmited ty 
the other Patriarchs voluntarily, had not the very Courſe of theThurch Put it 
P. :29, wpon them. To this you Anſwer, That theſe literæ communicatotiæ 4% 
rather prove our Aſſertion, being ordained by Sixtus'l. in favour of ſuch Biſhops 

as were called to Rome, or otherwiſe forced to Fepair thither ; to the e they 

might without Scruple, be received into their own Dioceſe at their return: 

Having alſo decreed, that without ſuch Letters communicatory, none in ſuch Caſe 

_ ſhould be admitted, But that theſe Leters ſhould be ſent from other Biſhops ty 

Rome in ſuch an even, equal, and brotherly way, you ſay, is one of his Lord. 

ſhip's Chimera's. But this Difference or Inequality you pretend to be in them ; 

that thoſe to the Pope were meerly Teſtimonial; thoſe from him were Mandlato- 

ry, witneſs (ſay. you) the Caſe of St. Athanaſius and other Biſhops reſtored ly 

the Pope's communicatory Letters. But ſuppoſing, them equal, you ſay, it only 

ſhewed the Pope's Humility ; and ought to be na Prejudice to his juſt Authqrity, 

and his Right and Power to do otherwiſe if he ſaw Cauſe. But all this depends 

upon a meer Fiction, viz. That theſe communicatory Letters were ordained 

by Sixtus I. in favour of ſuch Biſhops as were called to Rome, than which no- 

Baron. mal. thing can be more improbable. But I do not ſay, that this is a Chimæra of your 
4.D.142:/.6.0wn Brains, for you follow Baronzus in it: For which he produceth no 
- _ + other Evidence, but the Author of the Lives of the Popes : But Binius adds 
that which ſeems to have been the firſt ground of it, which is the ſecond 
decretal Epiſtle of Sixtus I. in which that Decree is extant : But whoſo. 

ever conſiders the notorious Forgery of thoſe decretal Epiſtles (as will be 

more manifeſted where you contend for them) on which Account they are 

Baron 41.865. ſighted by Card. Perron, and in many Places by Baronius himſelf, will find 
/.5.8. little Caule to triumph in this Epiſtle of Sixtus I. And whoever reflects 
on the State of thoſe Times in which Sixtus lived, will find it improbable 
enough, that the Pope ſhould rake to himſelf, fo much Authority to ſum- 
mon Biſhops to him, and to order. that none ſhould be admitted without 
Communicatory Letters from him. It is not here a Place ro enquire into the 
ſeveral ſorts of thoſe Letters which paſſed among the Biſhops of the Primi- 
tive Church, whether the Canonical, Pacifical, Eccleſiaſtical, and Communica- 
tory, were all one; and what Difference there was between the Communica- 
tory Letters granted to Travellers, in order to their Communion with 


_ 


foreign Churches, and thoſe Letters which were ſent from one Patriarch to 


another. But this is ſufficiently evident, that thoſe Letters which were 


the teſſera Hoſpitalitatis, as Tertallian calls it, the Paſs- port for Communion 


in foreign Churches, had no more reſpect to the Biſhop of Rome, than to 

concil Antioc. any other Catholick Biſhop. Therefore the Council of Antioch paſſeth two 
can. 7, 9. Canons concerning them; one, That no Traveller ſhould be received without 
them; another, That none but Biſhops ſhould give them. And that all Bi- 

% Fe, ſhops did equally grant them to all Places, appears by that Paſſage in S. Au- 
885 /tin, in his Epiſtle to Euſebius and the other Dotaniſts, relating the Con- 
ference he had with Fortunius a*Biſhop of that Party; wherein St. Auſtin 

asked him, Whether he could give Communicatory Letters whither he pleaſed ? 

For by that Means it might be eaſily determined whether he had Communion with 

the whole Catholick Church, or no. From whence it follows, that any Ca- 

tholick Biſhop might without any reſpec to the Biſep of Rome grant Com- 

municatory Letters to all foreign Churches. And the enjoying of that 


Communion which was conſequent upon theſe Letters, is all that Optatus 


means in that known Saying of his, That they had Communion with Sri. 
cus at Rome, commercio formatarum, by the uſe of theſe Communicatory 


vz:er. l. a. Letters. But beſides theſe, there were other Letters, which every Pe 
ent 
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ſent to the reſt upon his firſt Inſtallment, which were call'd their Synodical 
Epiſtles, and theſe contained the Profeſſion of their Faith; and the Anſwers 
to them did denote their Communion with them. Since therefore theſe 
were ſent to all the Patriarehs indiflerently, and not barely to the Biſhop 
of Rome; there appears no difference at all in the Letters ſent to or from 
him and the other Patriarehs on this Occaſion. As for your inſtance of 
the Pope's reſtoring Athanaſius, I have ſufficiently anſwered it already; 
and if the Pope's Letter were never ſo Mandatory (as it was not) yet we 
ſce it took no effect among the Eaſtern Biſhops : and therefore they were of 
his Lordſhip's Mind, That the Government of the Church was not Monarc hi- 
cal, but Ariſtocratical. ] did expect here to have met with the pretended 
Epiſtle of Atticus of Conſtantinople, about the manner of making formed 
Letters, wherein one 115 ſaid to be for the Honour of St. Peter; but ſince 
you pals it over, on this occaſion, IJ hope you are convinced of the Forgety 
of it. * 

In the beginning of your next Chapter (which becauſe of the Coherence 
of the matter I handle with this) you find great Fault with his Lord/b; 
for a Marginal Citation out of Gerſon, becauſe he ſuppoſeth that Gerſon's Judg- 
ment was, that the Church might continue without a Monarchical Head, be- 
cauſe he writ a Tract de Auferibilitate Pape ; whereas, you ſay, Gerlon's 
drift is only to ſhew how many ſeveral ways the Pope may be taken away, that 
is, deprived of his Office, and ceaſe to be Pope as to his own Perſon, ſo that the 
Church, pro tempore, 7ll another be choſen ſhall be without her viſible Head. 
But although the Truth of what his Lordſhip proves, doth not ar all de- 
pend upon this Teſtimony of Gerſon, which was only a Marginal Citation; 
yet ſince you ſo boldly accuſe him for a fa/ſe Allegation, we muſt further 
examine how pertinent this Teſtimony is to that which his Lordſhip 
brought it for. The Sentence to which this Citation of Gerſon refers, is 


this. For they are no mean ones, who think our Saviour Chriſt left the Church 


militant in the hands of the Apoſtles, and their Succeſſors, in an Ariſtocrati- 
cal, or rather a mixt Government ; and that the Church is not Monarchical, 
otherwiſe than the Triumphant and Militant make one Body under Chriſt the 
Head. Over-againſt theſe Words, that Tract of Gerſon de Auferibilitate 
Pape is cited, If therefore ſo much be contained in that Book, as makes 
good this, which his Lordſhip ſays ; he is not ſo much guilty of falſe al- 
ledging Gerſon, as you are of falſly accuſing him. To make this clear, 
we muſt conſider what Gerſon's deſign was in writing that Book, and what 
his Opinion therein is concerning the Church's Government.” It is well 
known, that his Book was written upon the occaſion of the Council of 
Conſtance in the time of the great Schiſm between the three Popes ; and 
that the deſign of it, is, to make it appear that it was in the Power of the 


F. 12. 
. 


P. 200. 


Council to depoſe the Popes, and ſuſpend them from all Juriſdiction in the Hef th 


Church. Therefore, he ſaith, That the Pope may not only loſe his Office by Pope confaer 
voluntary Ceſſion; but that in many caſes he may be deprived by the Church, or 10. 


9. General Council repreſentin? the Church, whether he conſent to it or no: 
ay, in the next Conſideration, he ſaith, That he may be deprived by a Ge- 
neral Council which is celebrated without his Conſent or againſt bis Hi; And, 
in the following Conſideration adds, That this may be done not only decla- 
ratively, but juridically ; the Queſtion now comes to this, Whether a Per- 
fon who aſſerts theſe things, doth believe the Government of the Militant 
Church to be Monarchical, and not rather Ariſtocratical and mixt Govern: 
ment? And I dare appeal to any Mans Reaſon, whether that may be ac- 
counted a Monarchical Government, where he that is Supreme may be de- 
M m m poſed 


450 


The - Pope's Authority not proved 45 Parc Il. 


2 de Re 
Eccleſ. Tom. 1, 
. 4. C.. ſacl. q. countable Head. And there 


poſed and deprived of his Office in a Faridical manner, by a Senate that hath 
Authority to do theſe things? For it is apparent, the Supreme Power lies in 
the Senate and not the Prince, afid that the #rince is only a Miniſterial Head 
under them. And this is plainly Gerſons Opinion as to. the Church; al. 
though therefore he may allow the ſupreme Miniſterial Aathority to be in 
the Pope, (which is all your Citations prove) yet the radical and intrinſe. 
cal Power lies in the Church, which being indy arm in a General Council, 
may depoſe the Pope from his Authority in the Church. And the truth is, 
this Opinion of Gerſon makes the Fundamental Power of the Church to be 


- Democratical, and that the Supreme H xerciſe is by Repreſentatives in a Gene. 
. ral Council, and that the op at the higheſt, is but a Miniſterial and ac- 
0 


re Spalatenſis truly obſerves, That this Opini- 
on of Gerſon (which is the ſame with that of the Paris Divines, of which 
he ſpeaks) doth only in Words attribute ſupreme Eccleſiaſtical Furiſdiftion 
tb the Pope, but in reality it takes it quite away from him. And chis is the 
ſame Doctrine which then prevailed in the Council of Conſtance, and after- 
wards at Baffl, as may be ſeen at large in their Synodical Epiſtle, defended 
by Richerius, Vigorius, and others. Now let any Man of Reaſon judge, 


whether, notwithſtanding your charge of falſe Citation, (from ſome Ex- 


preſſions intimating-only a Miniſterial Headſhip) his Lordſhip did not very 
pertinently cite this Tract of Ger/ſon's, to prove that no mean Perſons did 
think the Church Militant, not to be Governed by a Monarchical, but by an 
Ariſtocratical or mixt Government? _ 4 
Bur no ſooner is this marginal Citation cleared, but the Charge is renew. 
ed about another, viz. St. Hierom; yet here you dare not charge his 


_ Lordſhip with a falſe Allegation, but you are put to your ſhifts to get off 
this Teſtimony as well as you can. For, St. Hierom laying expreſſy in his 


Epiſtle to Evagrius, Ubicunque fuerit Epiſcopus, ſive Rome, Ive Eugnbii, ſve 
ee frove Rhegii, c. ejuſdem meriti eſt, ejuſdem cjt & ſacerdotii; 

is Lordſhip might well infer, That doubtleſs he thought not of the Roman 
Biſhops Monarchy.” For what Biſhop, ſaith he, 7s of the ſame Merit or the 
ſame degree in the Prieſthood with the Pope, as things are now carried at Rome? 
To this you Anſwer, That he ſpeaks not of the Pope, as he is Pope, or in re- 
ſpect of that eminent Authority, which belongs to him as St. Peter's Succeſſor, 
be only compares him with another private Biſhop, in reſpect of meer Character 
or Power of a Biſhop, as Biſhop only. But though this be all which any of 
your Party ever ſince the Reformation have been able ro Anſwer to this 
place; yet nothing looks more like a meer ſbift than this doth. For 
had St. Hierom only compared theſe Biſhops together in regard of their 
Order, was not Sacerdotium enough to expreſs that by 2 if St. Hierom had 
ſaid only, that all Biſhops are ejſdem ſacerdotii, there might have been 
ſome plauſible Pretence for this Diſtinction; but when hevadds ejuſdem 
meriti too, he wholly precludes the Poſſibility of your-evading that way. 
For, What doth Merit here ftand for as diſtin from Prieſthood, if it im- 
ports not ſomething beſides what belongs to Biſhops as Biſhops > What can 


Merit here ſignifie, but ſome greater Power, Authority, and Furiſdiftion 


given by Chriſt to one Biſhop above another? S. Hierom was not ſo ſenſlcls, 
as not to ſee that the Biſhops of Rome, Conſtantinople, and Alexandria, had 
greater Authority, and larger Juriſdiction in the Church, than the petty 
Biſhops of Eugubium, Rhegium, and Tanis ; but all this he knew well enough 
came by the Cuſtom of the Church, that one Biſhop ſhould have larger Fow- 
er in the Church than another. But (ſaith he) if you come to urge us 
with what ought to be practiſed in the Church, then, ſaith he, Orbis major 
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that Reſpect, Why may not the Prince be Judge what fair t are in 


or dine ad temporalia, and uſe his Power over them in that Reſpet too 
But in the mean time, Is not a ur li at Mace then? If the 
Pope challenged no other Authority but what Ohriſt ar the had, his 


Government might be admitted, as well as that Authority which they had; 
but, What do you think of us the mean while, when you weyld porſwade 

us, that the-Pgpe's Power is no other than what Chriſt or the Apaſtles had ? 
You muſt certainly think us ſuch Perſops ag ,˖ Moon hath wrong lt. partict- 
larly upon, as vod after very Gvilly ſpeak concerning his-Loerdfhip,” Vout 

Inſtance from the Kings of France and Spain, his'Lordſhip had tyfficrently 
anſwered, by telling you, That he that is not Llind may ſevuf hg will, ofewhat 
little value the Pope's Power is. in thoſe Kingdoms, further man to ſerve their 
own turns of him, which they do to their great Advantage. Aud AN 
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Prince, but their humble Servant. 
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would have this to be #pon the account of Faith and Conſcience, let the Pope 


exefciſe his Power apparently againſt their Intereſt, and them ſos, on what 


account 


ſuch Pretenees for theit Advantage, and admit fo much of it, And no mote, 
they may very well endure it, and his Lordſhip be far enough from contta- 
dicting hiffſelf, When you would urge the ſame Inconvenience againſt the 


Ariſtocraticali Government of the Church, you ſuppoſe that Ariſflocrarical 


| ab wholly Independent on and not ſubardinate to, the Civil Go- 


ernment ; Whereas his: Pordſhi 


King's Supremacy in Goveritment over alli both Perſons and 
cal: And therefore this nothing concerns us. Andif from 


Gover 


p and the Church of England aſſert the 
LEcclefialti- 
| | It hath gone 
before, it muſty as you ſay, remain thtFfore fully proved, that the external 
wmgnt of the Church on Earth is Monarchical ;. It may for all that I ſee, 
remain as fully proved, that you are now the Man who enjoy*this Monar- 


chical Power over the Church. And whatever you ſtile the Pope, Whither 


the Dep 


y, or Vicar General of Chriſt, or Seruus ſervorum, or what yod will; 
it is all one to us as long as we know his meaning, whatever fair Words ybu 
give him: As though Men would take it one Jot the better to have one 


profeſs Obedience to him. But, as long as they cau manage 


uſutp and Zyrannize over them, becauſe he doth not call himſelf Xing or 


muſt, under that Name, tyrannize over the whole World? 
We have already at Fee 

pregacy is to that Govern 
ſhip pro ves from the ancient Canons and Fathers 


5 | Is it not by ſo much the greater Tyranny ? 
to have ſuch kind f Eccleftaſtical Satarnalia, when the ſervus ſervorum 


«a 


ſhewed, How deſtructive this pretended Su- 
ent of the Church by Biſbops, which, his Lord- 
of the Chutth, doth of right 
to them, $12: from ſeveral Canons of the Councils of Antioch and Nice, 


. bel | 
andthe Teſtimonies of S. Auguſtine and S. Cyprian. To all this you onl 


\ Flock : But it is but a very 


purpoſe Bellarmine acknowledged rhat- the Government « 


to berexcluded, then it ſhall be pretended, that Biſhops have Power to 


Monarchy in the Church 


it will 


ſhewed-you the conttar. 


F 1 
- 
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_ fay, That you allow the Biſhops their Portion in the Government ¶ Chriſt s 
{mall Portion of what belongs to them, if all 
their Juri ſaliction muſt be derived from the Pope; which I have ſhewed be- 
fore to be the moſt current Opinion in your Church: And I dare ſay, you 
will not diſpute the contrary. His Lordſhip was well enough aware, to what 
f the Church was 

erer in the Biſhops ; for he himſelf. faith, It was to exclude tgmporral Prin. 
ces; but then he defires A. C. to take notice of that, when Secular ys are 
ern; 

but when it vomes lo ſharing Stakes between them and the Pope, then Hands off; 
they have nothing do do any further than the Fopg gives them leave. 
What follows concerning the Impoſſibility of a Righrexecuting of this 
ch been already diſcourſed of, and 'youwanſwer 

nothing at all to it that hath any Face of Pertinency; for when you ſay, 
eld as well againſt the Ariſtocratical Form, 1 have plainly enough | 


That which follows about the Deſigh of an Untverſal Monarc hy in the 


State, as well as the Church; about Pope Innocent's making the Pope to be 
the Sun, and the Emperor the Mogn, the Spaniſh FrierstwoScutchions, Cam- 
panella's Eclogue, ſince you will not ſtand to defend them, I ſhall willing- 
ly pals them over. Bur what concerns the Supremacy of the Civil Power, 
is more to our purpoſe, and muſt be conſidered. c 
faith, That evefy Soul wits to be ſubjed to the higher Power, Rom. 13. 1. 4 
the hig her Power there mentioned, is the Temporal. And the ancient Fathers 
eome in with a full Conſent, that every Soul comprehends all without Exception: 

All ſpiritual. Men, even to the higheſt Biſhop, even inſpiritual C auſes too, : fo 
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is Lordſhip therefore 
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the Foundations of Faith and good Manners be. not ſhaken : And where they are 
(haken, there ou, ht ito be Prayer and Patience, ther@ou;ht not te he Oppoſition 


| * by Force. Nay, Emperors and Kings are cuitodes utriuſquę 1 abulæ; 


They to whom the Cuſtody and Preſervation of both Tables of the Lab, for Wor. 


ſhip to God, and Duty fo Man, art committed. A Book of the Law 82 by God ; 
own'Command in Moles his time, to legiven to the King, Deut. ens. And 


the Kings under the Law, but ſtill according to it, did proceed to neceſſary Re. 


formation in Church Buſineſſes; and theſ ein commanded the very Frieſis them. 


ſelves, as appears in the Atts of Hezekiah and Joſiah, who yer were never cen- 


ſured to v1 for uſurping the High" Frieft's Offce, Nay, and the greateſt 


Emperors N Churches Honour, I heodoſius theelder, andJuſtinian, and 
Charles U:, and divers others, did not only meddle now and then,” tut 
enact Laws to the great Settlement and encreaſe of Religion in their ſeveral 
times, Now fo this again you anſwer, That the Civil and Spiritual are both 
abſolute and independent Powers, though each in their proper Orb, the one in 


Spiriluals, the other in I emporals. But, What is this to chat which his Lord- 


ſhip proves, That there can Je no ſuch abſalute independent ſpiritual Power ; 
both becauſe all ure bound to obey the Civil Power, and becauſe the Civil Pow-- 
er hath a right to medale in Ectlefiaſtical Matters? And, though you expreſs 
never ſo much Honour to civil Authority, yet {till you limit ir to the Ad. 
miniſtration meerly of civil Affairs: and how far that is, is well enough 
known. Lou tell us plainly, That it doth not belong to the Emperor to or. 
der the Affairs of the Church ; But Why do you not anſwer the Reaſons and 
Inſtances which his Lordſhip brings to the contrary : Yet. you yield, That 
in caſe of notorious andgroſs Abuſcs, manifeſtly contrary to Religion, and con 
nived at by the Paſtors of the Church, Chriſtian Princes may lawfully and pi- 
ouſly uſe their Authority, in procuring the ſaid Abuſes to be effettaully redreſſed 


'by the ſaid Paſtors,, as the Examples of Exekias and Joſias prove. But in caſe 
the FHigh-Prieſt would not have yielded to ſuch a Reformation, Might not 


thoſe Princes, by the aſſiſtance of other Prieſts, have effected it? This is 
the caſe you were to fpeak to: For whereas, you fly out, and fay, That 
Princes may not take the Prieſt's Ofice upon them; Whom do you diſpute a- 
gainſt in that? Not his Lorſhip certainly, nor au of the Church of Eng- 
land, who never ſaid they might, though chey have been moſt injuriouſly 
calumniated, as though they did. That which we aſſert, is, That Princes 
may enact Laws concerning Religion, and reform Abuſes in Divine Mor- 
ſhip, but we do not ſay, they may take the Paſtoral Office upon them; and 
therefore you ſay no more in that than we do our ſelves. But when you 
ſay, They may not reform Religion in the Subſtance of , I cannot well tell 
how 40 underſtand you. If you mean, not ſo reform Religion, as to rake 


away any of the Subſtance, that is a Reformation ts purpoſe; but if you 


bring it ad hypothefin, we utterly deny that any of the Subſtance of Reli- 
gion was take away upon our Charch's Reformation: If you mean, not 
reform Ahuſes, which go under che Name of the Sulſtance of Religion, 
that will be to make the moſt unſufferable Abuſes the moſt incurable. Bur, 
when you add, That nothing may be enacted pertaining to Religion by their 


own Authority witho#t, or contrary to the "Prieſt s, Conſent (the Hi:h. 


Prieſt, J ſuppoſe you mean) ſhew us, Where the ugs of Iſrael were bound, 
not to reform in caſe the High-Prieſt did got confent; and if you could do 
this, you muſt prove ſuch a High prieſb now. and that Princes are bognd 
to wait his Leiſure for reforming Abuſes in Religion, when his pretended 


Authority is upheld by maintaining them. As for your Commendations of 


Pope Hildebrand, and Innocent the third, for very prutlent Men, and worthy 


Champions 
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Champions of your Church, we ſee, What Prudence is with you, and what a | 
worthy Church you have. But it is (fill an excellent Evaſion, That they P. 257. 
never endeavoured to ſubjet the Emperor to themſelves in temporal Matters; 

no nor alexander the Third neither, when he trod upon the Emperor's 
Neck : But the Proceedings of theſe Popes with he Emperors, as likewiſe 

{ Adrian 4. Lucius 3. and others, are ſo groſs, that it had been more for 

your Intereſt with Chriſtian Princes, to diſown them, than to go about to 

palliate them with ſuch frivolous Diſtinctions, that his Underſtanding. mult 

be as lind as his Obedience, that doth not ſee thorough them. You are 
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; much concerned, that his Lordſhip ſhould ſeem to give à Kaſh to thoſe 

{ mortified ſelf deny ing Men, the Feſuits, in bidding e their pra- 

4 diſing to advance the greatneſs of the Pope and Emp: ror ; fog ho could be- 

ö lieve they ſhould deprive themſelves of the Riches and Pleaſurt# of the World 

, upon 7 Vefigns 2 Undoubtedly you are one of the Number, for I neyer 

y heard that any other Order among you, did ever give them half ſo good 

þ Words, but condemned them as much for their practiſing, as we do our 

3 ſelves. And, What holy Mex they are, and what excellent Caſuiſtical 

4 Divinity about both the Riches and Pleaſures of the World, if we did not 
$ otherwiſe know, the Myſteries of Jeſuiriſm would ſufficiently diſcover To P. 228. 
4 what his Lordſhip ſaith further, I hat there is no neceſſity of one Supreme Li- 

h ving Judge, to keep the Church in Peace and Unity, but has the ſeveral Biſhops 

p under their Sovereign Princes, are ſufficient in order to it; you only ſay, 

| 


1hat he quotes Occham for it. But, Doth he nothing elſe but quote Occham? 
Why do you not anſwer to the thing, and not barely to Occham 2 You 
have very good reaſon for it; for you have little to ſay to the thing it 
ſelf; but for Occham, you have enough to tell him in his Ear. 1. That he 
is in the Index of forbidden Books; a good Teſtimony for the Man's Hone- 
ſty. 2. That he ſided with the Emperor; a Crime beyond an Index Expur- 
gatorius at Rome. 3. That if there were ſuch a Government as Occham ſuppo- 
ſes, all thoſe Governours muſt be Infallible, or elſe there would be meer Anar- 
chy in the Church: And, Why not as well in the State, without Infallibi- 
Ii there? Mou ſay, For want of this Infallibility, thoſe Countries where it 0 
is not acknowledged, are in Schiſms: And we lay, The pretence of this In- 
fallibility hath cauſed the greateſt of them. 4. You ſay, Occham ſpeaks only 
de poſſibili, of what might have been, if our Saviour had pleaſed ; but Oc- 
cham ſays, There isno neceſſity there ſhould be one chief Governour under 
Chriſt, and we ſay, You can never prove that Chriſt hath appointed that 
there ſhall be one; and therefore this is more than diſputing a bare Poſſi- 
bility. bs, th 3 
But now, as though all your beggings the Queſtion had been Argu- 
ments, all your Sayings Proofs, and all your.Proofs Demonſtrarions, with 
as much Authority as if you were in Cathedr4, you conclude ; Remain it 
therefore a ſettled Catholick Principle, that the Pope hath Power over the whole 
Church of God; But you leave out ſomething which ſhould be at the end 
of it, among all thoſe who can believe things as ſtrongly without Reaſon, as 
with it. And for the greater Solemniry of the Sentence you give it in the 
Words of the Oecumenical Council at Florence : And I muſt needs ſay, You 
have ficted them very well, for that was juſt as much an Oecumenical Coun- 
eil, as the Pope is Oecumenical Paſtor : but, that neither the one nor the 
; other is ſo, I have ſufficiently proved already. | 
s * | CHAP, 
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Cc HAP. VII. 
Of the Council of Trent. 


2 4 

The Illegality of it manifeſted, firſt from the Inſufficiency of the Rule it procee. 
ded by, different from that of the firſt General Councils, and from the F ope's 
Prefidency in it. The matter of Right concerning it, diſcuſſed. In what 
Caſes Superiors may be excepted againſt as Parties. The Pope juſtly except. 

- ed azainſt as a Party, and therefore ought not to be Fudge. The Neceſſity of 
a Reformation the Court of Rome, acknowledged by Roman Catholicks. 
The matter of Fatt enquired into, as to the Pope's Prefidency in General Coun- 
cils, Hoſius did not prefide in the Nicene Council as the Pope's Legat. 
The Pope had nothing to do in the ſecond General Council. T wo Councils 
held at Conſtantinople, within two Tears ; theſe ſtrangely confounded. The 
miſtake made evident. S. Cyril not Prefident in the third General Coun- 
cil as the Pope's Legate. No ſufficient evidence of the Pope's Preſidency in 
following Councils, The juſtneſs of the Exception againſt the place, mani- 
feſted; and againſt the freedom of the Council from the Oath taken by the 
Biſhops to the Pope. The form of that Oath in the time of the Council of 
Trent. Proteſtants not condemned by General Councils. The Greeks and 
others unjuſtly excluded as Schiſmaticks. The Exception from the ſmall 
Number of Biſhops cleared and vindicated. A General Council in Antiqui- 
ty not fo called from the Pope s General Sammons. In what ſenſe a General 
Council repreſents the whole Church. The vaſt difference between the Pro- 
ceedings in the Council of Nice, and that at Trent. The Exception from 
the Number of Italian Biſhops, juſtified. How far the Greek Church and 
the Patriarch Hieremias may be ſaid to condemn Proteſtants; with an ac- 
count of the Proceedings between them. 


Aving thus far conſidered the ſeveral Grounds on which you lay the 
Charge of Schz/m upon us, and ſhewed at large the Weakneſs and 
Inſufficiency of them, we ſhould now have proceeded to the laſt part of 
our Task, but that the great Palladium of the preſent Roman Church, viz. 
the Council of Trent, muſt be examined, to ſee whether it be 2-775, or no; 
whether it came from Heaven, or was only the Contrivance of ſome cun- 
ning Artificers. And the famous Biſbop of Bitonto in the Sermon made at 
the opening the Council of Trent, hath given us ſome ground to conjecture 
its Original by his comparing it ſo. ominouſly to the 7rojan-Horſe. Although 
therefore that the Pretences may be high and great, that it was made 
Divina Palladis arte, the Spirit of God being ſaid to be preſent in it, and 
concurring with it, yet they who ſearch further will find as much of 
eceit in the managing the one as the other. 
And although the Cardinal Palawicino uſes all his Art, to bring this Simili- 
rude oft, without reflecting on the Honour of the Council; yet that Biſhop, 
who in that Sermon pleaded ſo much, That the Spirit of God would open the 


110-14 


Mouths of the Coutttil, as he did once thoſe of Balaam and Caiaphas, was him- 


ſelf in this Expreſſion an illuſtrious Inſtance of the, truth of what he ſaid. 
For he ſpake as true in this, as if he had been High- Prieſt himſelf that Tear. 
Bur, as if, you really believed your ſelf thetruth of that Biſhop's Doctrine, 


| That whatever Spirit was within them, yet being met in Council, the Spirit of 


God would infallibly inſpire them, you let your ſelf to a ſerious Vindication 


of the Proceedings of that Council; and not only ſo, but triumph in tþ, 23 
that 
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chat which will bring the Cauſe to a ſpeedy Iſſue. And therefore we muſt 
particularly enquire into all rhe Prerences you bring to juſtiſie the lawful- 
neſs and freedom of that Council: but, to keep ock Biſhop's Metaphor, 


Accipe nunc Danaum Inſidias; & crimine ab uno 
Diſce omnes. * | © v8 

And when we have thorowly ſearched this great Engine of your Church, 
we ſhall have little reaſon to believe, that ever it fell from Heaven, His 
Lordſhip then having ſpoken of the Uſefulneſs of free General Councils, for 
making ſome Laws which concern the whole Church ; His Adverſary thinks pre- 
ſently to give bim a Chor Pear, by telling him, That the Coꝶncil of Trent 
was a General Council; and that had alrea ly judged the Proteſtants to hold 
Errors, 208 you call, 7h Laying the Axe to the Root of the Tree; chat Tree, 
you men, out of which the Pope's Infallible Chair was cut: for the Ma- 
nagement of this diſpute about the Council of Trent, will redound ver 
little to the honour of N Church or Cauſe. But you do well to add, 
That his Lordſhip was not taken unprovided : for he truly anſwered, 7hat 
the Council 7 Trent was neither a Legal, nor a General Council. Both theſe 
we undertake to make good, in Oppoſition to what you bring by way of 
Anſwer ps Lordſhip's 1 to them. 

That which we begin with, is, That it was not a Legal Council, which 
bis Lordſhip proves! Firſt, Becauſe that Council maintained publickly, that 
it is lawful for them to conclude any Cantroverfie, and make it to be de Fide, 
and ſo in your Judgement Fundamental, though it have. not a written Word 
for its warrant ; nay, ſo much as a probable 1 Laps 
force of his Lordſhip's Argument I ſuppoſe lies in this, that the Decrees of 
that Council cannot be ſuch as ſhould. bind us to an aſlent to them; becauſe 
according to their ow] Principles, thoſe Decrees may have no Foundation 
in Scripture : And that the only legal proceeding in General Councils, is, 
to decree according to the Scriptures. Now to this you anſwer, That the 
meaning of the Council, or Catholick Authors, is not, that the Council may 
make whatever they pleaſe matter of Faith, but only that which js expreſſed or 
involved in the Word of God written or unwritten; and this you confeſs, is 
defined by the Council of Trent, intheſe terms, that in mattersof Faith we are 
to rely not only upon Scripture, but alſo on Tradition : which Doctrine (you 
ſay) is true, and that you have already proved it: And Imay as well ſay, It 


from Scripture. The . 


P. 429 


P. 213. 


0. 2. 


P. 230. 


is falſe, for Thave already anſwered all your pretended Proofs. But it is 


one thing, Whetherthe Dot: be true or no; and pov br agg the 
Council did proceed legally in defining things upon this Principle. For 
upon your Grounds you are bound to believe it true, becauſe the Council 


hath defined it to be ſo: But if you will undertake to juſtifie the Proceed- 
ings of the Council as e, you muſt make it appear that this was the Rule 


which General Councils have always acted by, in defining any thing to be 
matter of Faith: Bur if this appear to be falſe ; and that you cannot in- 
ſtance in any true General Council, which did look on this as a ſufficient 
ground to proceed upon, then though the thing may, ſince that Decree, be 
believed as true, yet that Council did not proceed legally in defining, upon 
ſuch Grounds. Name us therefore, what Council did ever offer to deter- 
mine a matter of Faith mecrly upon Tradition 2 In the four firſt General 


Councils it is well known, what Authority was given to the Scripture 


in their Definitions : and I hope you will not ſay, That any thing they de- 
fined, had no other ground but Tradition. But ſuppoſe you could prove 
this,” it isnot enough for your purpoſe, unleſs you can make it appear, that 
1 | Nun | thoſe 


wr Of the Ceuncil of Trent. Part], 


choſe Fathers in making ſuch Decrees, did acknowledge they had ng 
ground in Scripture for them. For if you ſhould prove that really there 
was no Foundation but Tradition, yet. all that you can infer thence, is, 
That thoſe Fathers were deceived in judging they had other Grounds, 
when they had not. But till, if they made Striprure their Rule, and 
looked on nothing elſe as a Foundation for their Dgfinitions, but the re 
Word of God, then the Council of Trent did not proceed legally, in ofiering 
to define matters of Faith, on ſuch Grounds which were not acknowledg- 
ed by the Primitive Church, to be ſufficient Foundation for ſuch Dcfiniti. 
ons. Cardinal Cuſanis at large gives an account of the Method of Pro- 
Cuſanus de cceding in the Ancient General Councils, and therein tells us, not only zh; 
PEE 1 the Word of God was placed in the middle among thoſe who ſate in Council, but 
. gives this as the only Rule of their Proceeding, guod ſecundum teſtimonia 
Scripturarum decrevit Synodus ; that they decreed according to the Teſti. 
monies of Scripture. Now if another Council ſhall go accordingto a dif. 
ferent Rule from what the Church hath eſteemed the only true and adz- 
quate Foundation for Definition of Faith, that Council breaks the inviolable 
Laws of Councils, and therefore its Proceedings cannot be legal. As for 
Inſtance ; Suppoſing a Parliament not to have Power to make new Laus, 
but to declare only what is Law, and what not (for that is all you pretend 
to, as to. General Councils) and thar all other former Parliaments have all 
along profeſſed this to be their Rule, viz. that they ſearch into the Body of 
the Laus; and if any thing be controverted, Whether it be a Law or no, 
they make a diligent ſearch into it, and examine all Circumſtances con- 
cerning it, for their own Satisfaction, and according to the Evidence they 
find of its being contained in this Body of Laws, they declare themſelyes : 
but many things growing much in ꝝſe among a prevazling Party, which have 
no Colour of being in the written Laws, but yet tend much to the IJutereſt 
of that Party; and theſe being oppoſed by ſuch, who ſtand up for the an- 
cient and known Laws, the other ate forced to make uſe of as good an 
Expedient as they can, to preſerve their Intereſt and Credit together. To 


which end they pack rogether a Company of ſuch, who are moſt concern- th 
ed to maintain the things in Queſtion, and among theſe, the great Innovator w 
firs as Preſident among them, and ſuffers none to come there, but ſuch as are U 
obliged by Oath to ſpeak nothing againſt his Intereſt; and theſe, when met ly 
together, ſeeing how unable they are to manage their Buſineſs according w 
to former Precedents ; the firſt thing they do, is to declare, That Catom, of 
and uſages have as much the force of Laws among them, as any contained in the On 
Body of them; and having eſtabliſhed this their Rule, according to it they ſa 
decree all the matters in 1 — to be true and real Laws. Would any fe 
Man ſay, That theſe Men proceeded legally, who firſt make the Foundati- At 
on they are to go on, contrary to all former Precedents, and then define ac- tt 
cording to that? Vet this, in all Particulars, is exactly the cafe of the ſc 
Council of Trent; but the laſt part is that we are now about; that they fi 
ſhould, contrary to the Proccedings of all General Councils in matters oi n 


Faith, firſt make their Rule, and then bind all Men to all thoſe Decree: 
which are made according to it. And therefore, though the Council of 
Trent may be thought to act wiſely in advancing Traditions to an equality 
with Scripture in the firſt place, yet he muſt have a great deal of Conf. 
dence, and little Judgment, who ſays, that in decreeing Matters of Faith 
from Tradition, is acted legally; i. e. according to the Rules of the un- 
doubted General Councils. T cannot therefore ſay, whether you have 
more of the one, or leſs of the other, when you tell us without offering to 
{398 prove 
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prove it, That the Council did not proceed in a different, manner, from other 
lawful General Councils,, whilſt ſhe grounded her Definittons, partly on Scrip- 
ture, partly on Tradition, even in Matters not deducible by any particular or 
logical Inference from Scripture. The Abſurdity of which Doctrine in it 
ſelt, I have at large diſcovered already in our * of the Reſolution of 


. Faith where it is ſnewed in what Senſe his Lordſhip fAys, That Apoſtolical' 


Tradition is the Word of «God ; But that this was a legal Way of procteding, » 
in che (Council of Trent, to define Matters of Faith, by ſuch Traditions as 
have no Ground in Scripture, had need be better proved, than by your 
bare Affirmation. And if that be a Tradition too, I am fure it is age that 
is neither contained in, nor dedugible from, the Scripture. | 


2. His Lordſhip juſtly excepts againſt the Council of Trent, from tha 


Pope's fitting as Prefident in it. For, ſaith he, Is that Council. legal, where 0. * 


the Pope the chief Perſon to be reformed ſhall iſit Preſident in it, and be chief 
Judge in hif own cauſe againſt all Law, Divine, Natural, and Humane? To 


this you return an Anſwer, both to the matter of Right, and the matter of P. 230, 231, 


Fat. To the matter of Right, you ſay, That the Pope not being juſtly accu- 
ſable of any Crime, but ſuch as muſt involve, not only the Council ; * the whole 
Church as well as himſelf, the Proteſtants had no juſt cauſe to quarrel with the * 


Pope 's preſiding in it. Nay, that it is conformable to all Law, Divine, Na- 


tural, and Humane, that the Head ſhould prefide-over the Members; and to 
give Novelliſts Liberty to decline the Pope's Judgment, or the Judgment of any 
other their [awful Superiors upon pretence of their being Parties, is in effect to 
exempt abſolutely ſuch People from all legal Cenſure + and to grant there is no 
ſufficient means effetually to govern the Church, or condemn Herefie, Schiſm, 
and other Offences againſt Religion. But is it not unanſwerable on the other 
ſide, that this Plea of yours makes it impoſſible, that the Errors ang Cor- 
ruptions of a Church ſhould be reformed, in caſe the Governors of the 
Church do abett and maintain them.2 If you ſay, That it is not poſſible the 
Governorgof the Church ſhould do ſo, we have nothing but your bare Word 
for it, and Reaſon and Experience manfeſt the contrary, In caſe then there 
be a vehement Preſumption ar leaſt, in a conſiderable Party of the Church, 
that the Church is much degenerated and needs Reformation, but thoſe 
who call chemſelves the lawful Superiors of the Church utterly oppoſe it; 
Whart is to be done in this caſe 2 Muſt the Church continue as it did, meer- 
ly becauſe the Superiors make themſelves Parties: Nay, ſuppoſe that 
which you would call Idolatry be in the Church, and the Pope and à Council 
of his packing declare for it; muſt there be no Endeavours of a Reformati- 
on, but by them who pronounce all Hereticks who oppoſe them? But you 
ſay, The Head muſt preſide over the Members: an excellent Argument to de- 
fend all Uſurpations both in Church and State! for doubtleſs, they who 
are in Power will call themſelves the Heads of all others, if that will ſecure 
them from any Danger. But this will exempt them from all legal Cenſure : 
ſo will yaur Principles, all Governors of the Church though guilty of Here- 
fie, Blaſphemy, Idolatry, ax what Crime ſoever. For ſtill, T hope, the Head 
muſt be over the Members ; and you ſay, it will bring the Church to Confuft- 
on, if any ſhall except againſt their Superiors as Parties. «You muſt therefore 
abſolutely and roundly aſſert, that it is impoſſible that the Spears in 
the Church may be guilty of any Error or Corruption; or that, if they be, 


they muſt neyer be called to an account for it; or elſe that it may be juſt 

in ſome Caſes to except againſt them as Parties. And if in ſome Caſes, then 

the Queſtion comes to this, whether the preſent be ſome of thoſe Caſes or 

no And here if you make thoſe Superiors Fudges agaigg what you * 
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ed before comes to nothing. This will be more clear by a Parallel caſe: 
Suppoſe the fetting up the Calves at Dan and Bethel had been done with. 
out ſuch an open Separation as that of Jefobloam was, but that the People 
had ſenſibly declined from the Worſhip of God at Hieruſalem, and had 
agreed to aſſemble ag thoſe Places, the High- Prieſt, and the Prieſts and 


Levites having deſerted Hieruſalem, and approving this alteration of 60%, 


Worſhip : But although this might continue for many Years ; yet ſome of 


the inferior Prieſts and others of the People reading the Boot of rhe Lay, 


they find the Worſhip of God much altered from what it ought to be, 
which they publiſh and declare to others, and bring many of the People 
to be of their Mind; but the High-Prieffand his Clergy (ſoreſeeing how 


much it will be to their Prejudice to bring Things into their due Order) 


they reſolutely oppoſe ĩt. I pray tell me now, what were to be done in 
this caſe? Muſt the People ſtand wholly to the Judgment of thoſe gy. 
perior Prieſts, who have declared themſelves to be utterly averſe from 
any Reformation? And if a Council be called, is it reaſonable or juſt, that 
he ſhould ſir as Preſident in it, becauſe he pretends to be the Head over the 
Members? and that if Superiors be once accuſe as Parties, all Order and 


Peace is gone? Is thore any way left or no, whereby the Church of Iſrael 


might be reformed ? Jes, ſay you, by a General Council; but, Muſt it be 
ſuch a General Council, wherein the High-Prieſt ſits as Prefident, and all 
who fit with him ſworn to do nothing againſt him? Is this a Free and Ge. 
neral Council likely to teform theſe things? And is it not all the Juſtice in 
the World; that ſuch a Council ſnould be truly Free and General, and thoſe 
freely heard who complain of theſe as great Corruptions? and that before 
the moſt equal and indifferent Judges; or, in caſe ſuch cannot be aſſembled, 
that by the Aſiſtance of the civil Power, the Church may be reformed by its 


Parts: To that ſtill theſe Parts be willing to give an account of what they 


do befote any Free and General Council, where the main Party accuſed fits 
not as Prefident in it ? But what then, may you ſay? will you allow all Infe- 
riors toproceed to a Reformation, in caſe the Superiours do not preſently con- 
ſent ® No: but Men ought firſt to exhibir their Complaints of Abuſes, and 
the Reaſons againſt them, to thoſe who are actually the Superiors of the 
Church; and that with all due Reverence ro Authority; bur” if, notwith- 


' ſtanding this, they declare themſelves wilful and obſtinate in defence of 


thoſe Things, by the Concurtence of the Supreme Power they may lawfully 
andjuſtly proceed ro a Reformation. 

Well (but you ſay) all this comes not to your caſe, for the Pope was not 
juſtly actuſable of any Crime; for you deny not, but that other Biſhops in Coun- 
cil may proceed againſt the Pope himſelf, if the caſe do neceſſarily require it, 
as if he be a Heretich If you will then grant, that in ſome Caſes, as in that 
of FHerefie, the Pope may be excepred againſt as a Party, you deſtroy all 
that ever you ſay beſides. For when the Pope is accuſed for Hereſie in a 
Council, who muſt ſit as Prefident in that Crunczl> The Pope himſelf, or not? 
If the Pope muſt fit as Preſident, (for the Feady yod ſay (till, muſt be over 
the Members) Do you think he will ever be condemned for Hereſie, if he 
hath the ſupream Management of the Council? If he may not fit as Preji- 
dent, then, by the ſame Reaſon he ought not to do it, when he is accuſed 
of Error or Uſurpation-; but the other Biſhops of the Church, met together 
by the Afiſtance of Chriſtian Princes in a Free and General Council, ought 


to be Judges in chat caſe, as well as the former. And this is no more than 


is agreeable to the Doctrine and Practice of the Councils of Conſtance and 


Bafil; for if theythad ſuffered the Popes to have been Preſidents in them, 


or 
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or have had that Power over them, which the Pope's had in the Council of | 
Trent. Do you think they could have done ſo to the preſent Pope's as they " 
did ? But tht Popes were grown wiſer afterwards ; they had theſe Exam- 
ples freſh in their Memory, and therefore they were reſolved never to be 
ridden by General Councils more. And thence cameghat continual Oppo- + - 
ſition to all Propoſals of the Emperor for a General Council, till N eceſſity 
put the Pope upon yielding to it: Thence came the Reſolution at Rome, not 

to venture any more Councils in Germany, for that Place breathed too 
much Freedom for the Pope's Intereſt, though this were moſt vehemently 
deſired by both the Emperor, and German Princes and Biſhops : Thence, 
when a Council mult be called, he ſummons it firſt at Mantua, then at 
Vicenza, and when none would come thither, at laſt he yields it ſnould be 

at Trent, a moſt inconvenient Place for the Germans to come to,: When 
they were there, though all Art poſſible was uſed to prevent the mention 

of any thing of Reformation, yet ſometimes ſome free Words bregking out, 
troubled the Legats, who diſpatch Notice of it to Rome, and receive In- 
ſtructions what to do; yet all could not pre vent their Fears and Jealouſies, 

leſt ſomething concerning the Pope's Incereſt ſhould: be diſcuſſed ; upon 
which to make all ſure they tranſlate the Council to Bononia, and leave che 
Emperor's Biſhops to blow their Fgers at Trent. And when upon the 
Emperor and King of France's Proteſtations, the Pope ſaw a Neceſſity of 
removing it back to Trent again, though any fair Pretence would have 
been taken to have diſſolved the Council; yet ſince that could not be, the 
greateſt Care muſt be uſed to ſpin out the time, in hopes of ſome Occur- 
tence happening, which might give a plauſible Pretext for breaking it up. 
But to be ſure nothing muſt paſs, but what was privately diſpatched to 
Rome and approved there firſt, (a good ſure way to prevent any Miſchief ) 
and thence the Holy-Ghoſt came in a Portmanteas once or twice a Week, as 

the common 4y-word was then. But when, notwithſtanding all chis, the 

grand Points of the Reſidence and Power of Biſbops were ſo hotly debated 

by the Spaniſh Biſhops, What Arts were uſed to diyert them! When that 

would not do, How they bait them in Council by the flouting Italians 1” 

What private Cabals were kept by the Legats, what diſpatching and poſt- 

ing to Rome, what Numbers of jolly Italiaus are made Biſhops, aud fent 

away to over-yote them? And when the French-Biſhops were come, what 

Spies did they keep upon them, what Bones were thrown' to divide the 

French and Spaniſh Biſhops, what careſſing the Cardinal of Lorrain to bring 

him off by the Court of Rome? And when any others durſt ſpeak freely, 

What Checks and Frowns, and Diſgraces did they meet with? And all this I 
to keep the Pope ſafe, who was ſtill in bodily Fear till the Council was end- 

ed to his mind; and then what Rejoycing, that they had cheated the World 

ſo, that that which was intended to clip rhe Wings of the Court of Rome, 

had confirmed and advanced the Intereft of it. This was truly the Head's 

preſiding over the Mentbers: For all the Life and Motion they had, proceeded 

from the Influence of their Head, the Pope: Call you this Prefiding in a 


» Conncil 2 It is rather riding of it, that by the ſpurring ſome and bridling 


others, they may go juſt as the Pope would have them, - And that this is 

a true Account of it, appears, notwirhſtand whatever your Cardinal 
Palauicino hath been ablè to object againſt the impartial Hiſtory of it; 

whoſe ewo Volumes pretended in Anſwer to it, gonſiſt of fo many Imper- ceſar 4quili- 
tinencies, and hath ſo very little material in it, — a Romas Catbolick 8 de _— 
himſelf hath declared to the World, that he hach done more Diſſervice to eee 
the Church of Rome by his Anſwer, than ever Father Paul did by his Hiſtory : p. 49, 51. 


3 
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By whom, his two great Books are compared to thoſe Night-Birds that 
make a great ſhew, bur ate all Feathers and very little Fleſh, This then 
being the way of management of Things at Trent, judge you or any 
reaſonable Man, Whether the Proteſtants have not juſt Cauſe to except 


againſt the Pre{fdentſhip which the Pope had in that (Council; and name 


you any General Council (that was truly accounted ſo) where- ever he had 
any thing like it? The Particulars you mention, will be conſidered after- 
wards. tan 5 « 
But you ſay, All this was betauſe the Pope was not juſtly accuſable of any 
Crime, but what muſt involve not only the Council, but the whole Church 45 


much as himſelf If to, there was the greater Reaſon that he ſhould leave 


it to the Church in a Free Council to have impartially debated Things, with. 
out his acting and interpoſing ſo much as he did. But the Pope was wiſer 
than to think ſo; be knew there were many Things in the Court of Rome 
which many other Biſhops ſtruck at, as well as the Proteſtants ; and that 
they deſired a Reformation of Abuſes as well as the other, eſpecially the 
German, French, and Spaniſb Biſhops. Nay, it is ſtrange to fee how much 


' Intereſt or Prejudice blinds Men, that they will not acknowledge now 
that there was any ſuch need of Reformation, when Pope Adrian VI. confef. 


ſeat the Dyer at Norimberg, A? D. 1512. by Cheregatus his Legat, that 


© the Popes themſelves had been the Fountain and Cauſe of all tHoſe Evils in 


the Church: In theſe remarkable Words (part of which have been cited 
already on another Occaſion) Scimus in hac ſantta Sede, aliquot jam annis, 
multa abominanda fuiſſe, abuſus in Spiritualibus, exceſſus in mandatis, & 
omnia den ig; in perverſum mutata. Nec mirum, fi @gritudo 4 capite in mem- 


Fra, à ſummis Pontifitibus in alios Prælatos deſcenderit. Omnes nos (ſc. Præ. 


lati Ecclefiaſtici) declinavimus,  uuſquiſq; in vias fuas, nec fuit jamdin, qui 
faceret bonum, non fuit uſq; ad unum. Quamobrem neceſſe eſt, ut omnes de- 
mus gloriam Deo, & humiliemus animas noſtras ei 2 videat unuſquiſq; no- 
ſtrüm unde exciderit, & ſe potius quilibet judicet, quam a Deo invirga furoris 
ſui judicari velit, Qua in re quod ad nos pertinet, pollicebris, Nos omnem 


operamadhibituros, ut primum Cueria hac, unde forte omne hoc malum proceſſt 


reformetur : ut ficut inde corruptio in omnes inferiores emanavit, ita ab ea- 
dem  ſtnitas & reformatio omnium emanet. Ad quod procurandum nos tan- 
to ardtius oblig atos reputamus, quando univerſum mundum hujuſmodi refor- 
mationem 2210 85 8 videmus. Can you now for ſhame ſay, There 


was no need of Reformation at that time, and that the Popes were no more 


concerned than the whole Church? The whole Church was indeed concerned, 
to ſee the Court of Rome reformed, and we ſee the Pope confeſſeth, that all 
the World deſired a Reformation. Doth not he ingenuouſly acknowledge, 
That many abominable things had been for many Tears in the Holy See (and 
very holy it was, the mean time) that all things were out of Order. That the 
Diſtemper had fallen from the Head to the Members, from the Popes to other 


Prelates, that they bad all gone out of the way, that for a long time there had 


been none that did good, no not one. That therefore it was neceſſary, that all 


ſhould give Glory to God, and humble their Souls; and every one ſee whence he 
was fallen, and judge himſelf, rather than be judged by God in the Rod of his 


Fury. Wherefore (faith he to his Legat) thou ſhalt promiſe for us, that we will 
uſe our utmoſt Endeavour, that this Court, from whence all the Miſchief hath 
proceeded, may be reformeg ; that as the C orruption hath flowed from thence unto 
Inferiors, ſa the Health and Reformation of all may come fray thence too. And 
we look on our ſelves as the more obliged to procure this, becauſe we ſee the whole 
World doth earneſtly defire ſuch a Reformation. Whom muſt * 500 
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lieve, the Pope or you? the Pope ingenuouſly and Chriſtianly bemoaning the 
Corruptions that had been in Popes themſelves, and from them had {ſpread 
to others; or you, who baſely and untruly flatter the Popes, as though 
they needed no Reformation, but what concerned the Council and Church, 
as well as them? And the Pope gives you the true reaſon of it, Becauſe the 
Corruptions had been ſo great at Rome, that from thence they had ſpread over 
all others. And can you think now, that the Pope was not juſtly accuſed 
of any Crime, but that he wine ſit as Preſident, and manage the Affairs of 
the Council, as though there had heen no need at all of any Reformation 2 
But I remember an Obſeryation of Baronius, that the Providence of God 
was ſo great in watching over the Roman See, that the Popes who were un- 
ſic to Govern it, ſeldom continued long in it; which he makes upon Sirici- 
us his fayour to Rufinus ; and ſuch a Pope was this Adrian n 3 


this Confeſſion of his being very diſtaſtful at Rome, he continued not long 


after it. But yet I know E have another Anſwer ready at hand, That all 
this concerned only ſome Abuſes in Manners and Management of Affairs, but 
nothing confeſſed to be amiſs in Doctrine of Faith. However, ſince it belong- 
ed to the Council to reform thoſe Abuſes, the Pope as an intereſſed Perſon 
ought not to have prefided there, had it not been his Intention to have 
prevented any real Reformation. For all the Decrees of the Council to 
chat Purpoſe were merely deluſory and nothing of Reformatzon followed 
upon them; and the moſt important things to that end could never paſs 
the Council. And if we gain this, that the Pope ought not to be Judge, 
where himſelf is concerned, as to the Reformation of A4buſes ; your former 
Aſſertion will make the other follow, vi. that in Caſe of Hereſie, other 
Biſhops may in Council proceed againſt the Pope, and, by the ſame Reaſon, 
when any Errors in Faith are charged upon him, or thoſe who joyn in 
Communion with him; that ſuch ought ro be debated in a full and free 
Council, where no one concerned may preſide to over-awe the reſt, But 
ſuch Prefidents ſhould be appointed as were in former general Councils, 
to whom it belonged to manage the Debates of the Council, without any 
ſuch Power and Juriſdiction over them, as the Pope pretended to have, 
over all thoſe aſſembled at Trent. And thus it appears, that what his 
Lord{hip ſaid, was juſt and true, That it is contrary to all Law, Divine, 
Natural and Humane, that the ope ſhould be chief Judge in his own Cauſe. 
Your Tnſtances of Pope Leo at the Council of Chaliedpn and Alexander at 
the Council of Nice, will be conſidered in their due Place. . 
Which that we may come to, we muſt examine the matter of Fa, as to 
the Pope's Prefidency in general Councils. His Lordſhip denying, that the 
Pope did prefide in the Council of Nice, either by himſelf or Legates, becauſe 
Hoſius was the Prefident of it; You Anſwer, That Hoſius did prefide in 
that Council, and fo did om Virus. and Vincentius Prieſts of Rome, 


but (you ſay) they all prefided as the Pope's Legates and not otherwiſe. T his. 


(you ſay) appears bytheir ſubſcribing the Conciliary Decrees in the firſt 
place, of which no other Account can be given ; and becauſe Cedrenus and 
Photius confeſs that the Pope gave Authority to this Council by his Legates ; 
and in the old Preface to the Council of Sardica, it is ſaid expreſly, that Hoſius 
was the Pope's Legate, and the'ſame acknowledged by Hincmarus, and Gelaſius 
Cyziccrnus, whom you prove that Photius had read. Theſe being then all 


the Evidences you produce for the Pope's. Preſidency at the Nicene Council, 


we are obliged to afford them a particular Conſideration. "PI 
Your firſt Argument, which Be/larmizeand Baronius likewiſe inſiſt on, is 
the Order of Subſcriprion, becauſe the name of Hoſius is ſet firſt ; but, if we 
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mark it, this Argument fuppofeth that which it ſhould prove. For thus it 
proceeds, Hoſius ſubſeribed firſt, and therefore he was the- Nomam ſegate; 
Hofius was the Romas Legate, and therefore he ſublcribed firſt : For it 


ſuppoſeth that the frſt Subſcription did of right belong only to the Rortan 
Legate; which we may as welt deny, by an Argument juſt like it, Vitus 


and Yincentius did not fubfcribe firſt, and therefore the Roman Leg „ 


efore 


did not ſubferibe firſt. But you ask, Why then did Hoſius ſubſcribe 
the Patriarchs, and other Biſhe s, of greater Dignity than himſelf: J anf wer, 
Becauſe Hoſius was Prefident of the Council, and not they. But if you ask, 
Why they choſe him Prefident before others, the Nicene Fathers muſt anſwer 
you, and nt I. But you fay, Cedrenus and Photius confeſs, That the Pope 
gave Authorityt6 the Nicene onncil by his Lezates ; but, How comes that to 


prove, that Hoffus was one of thoſe Legates? Photius 1 am ſure in his Book 


of the ſeven Synods (firſt publiſhed in Greet by Juſtellus out of the Sedan 
Library) ſays no ſuch thing, but only mentions the two Presbyters who 
were there the Roman Biſhop's Legales. And Cedrenus only mentions the 
Roman Lezates amongſt thoſe ho were chief in that Council, reckoning up 
the ſeveral Patriarch. Vout old Nreface to the Sardican Synod (ſuppoſed 
of Dionyſius Exiguus) is no competent Teſtimony, being of a later Author, 
and 4 Roman too: And Hincmarus is much younger than he, and there. 
fore neither of their Teſtimonies hath any force againſt the ancient Wri- 
ters; neither hath that of Gel/affus Cyzicerns, who lived under Bafitſcus, 
A. D. 4 6. And that you may not think I do you wrong, to deprive you 
of his Teſtimony, 'you may ſee, How freely Baronius paſſeth his Cenfure 
upon thoſe Act under the Name, of Nicene Council. Sed, ut lilerè ditam, 
fomnia puto hæc omnia; that! may ſpeak freely, I account them no better 
than Dreams: And gives this very good Reaſon for it; becauſe ever ſince 
the time of that Council, all Perſons have been fo extremely deſirous of the 
Afs of that Council, and yet could never" obtain them. But that which 
comes in the rear, tranſcends all the reſt, which is, 7hat Photius, zhovgh a 
Schiſmatical Greek, and bitter Enemy of the Roman Church, witneſſeth he had 
read this Book of Gelaſius, aud in it the above · cited Teſtimony. And, I pray, 
What follows from thence 2 I hope Photius had read many other Books 
in that excellent Collection of his Bibliotheca befides this; and, Will you 

ſay, that Phozzus believed all that he there faith he had read e No, but 

you fay, That thereupon he confeſſes that the ſaid Hloſius was Legate for the Bi. 

Photius in Bib- ſhop of Rome, at the Council of Nice. But you would have done well to 
470 h. Cid. 88. have told us, Where this Confeſſion is extant : for you ſeem to inſinuate, 
es as though it were in the ſame place where he mentions the reading this 
Book of Gelaſſus: but he only faith, That Gelafius affirms it, adding no- 


Baron. A. D. 
305. ſet. 6. 


_ 5 s. thing at all of his own Judgment; and in his Book of the Seven Synods, 


roa. Oc. p.163, Where he declares his own Mind, he only mentions Vitus and Yincentius, 


as the Legates of the Roman See: And brings in Huſius afterwards, not join- 


ing him with Vitus and Vincentius, but with Alexander of Conſtantinople, 

and Sy/veſter and Julius of Rome, and Alexander and Athanafius of Alex- 

andria, whom he makes the Chef in the Council. For if Photius had in- 

rended to have made Hoſius one of the Pope's Legates; there was all the Rea- 

ſon in the World he ſhould have ſet him before Vitus and Vincentius, who 

were only Presbyzers. And that the Pope had no other L egazes there hut 

Fuſs. de vita theſe two Presbyters, we have the conſent of all rhe ancient Feclefraftical 
Corſtan.l. 3 c. Hiſtorians ; Euſebius mentioning the abſence of the Roman Biſhop, becauſe 
ET 1 of his Age adds, mg?7bv'rrggt 5 dur? marbiles mv duris win , Hi, Prebyters 
6% being preſent, ſupplied his place; ſo Theodoret the Biſhop of Rome could w 
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to give his Aſſent ; not to preſide over the Council. To the ſame Purpoſe 
Sozomen, Nicephorus, Zonaras ſpeak. And it is very ſtrange not one of S. 7. 1. 
all theſe Hiſtorians ſhould mention this, if Hoeſſus had pretided there as $1.15; ; 
Legate of the Biſhopof Rome; and, much more, that Hoſtus ſhould not ſub. * . 
ſcribe firſt in that Capacity, but only as Biſhop of Corduba ; for the Pope's + 
Legates do not uſe to be fo forgetful of their Place and Honour. It ſtems 
then very plain, that the Pope had no manner of Preſidency at the Counci! 
of Nice? We come therefore to following Councils. | 3 
You grant, That in the ſecond General Council, NeQtarius Biſhop of Con- ö. 7. 
ſtantinople was Preſident, and not the Pope or his Legates: But the Reaſon P. 232. 
(you ſay) was, becauſe Pope Damaſus having firſt ſummoned that Council 
to be held at Conſtantinople, and the Biſhops of the Oriental Provinces be- 
ing accordingly there met, the Pope, for ſome Reaſons, altered his mind, and 
would have had them come to Rome, to joya with the Biſhops he had there 
aſſembled ; which the Prelates at Conſtantinople refuſing in a ſubmiſſive 
manner, alled:ed ſuch Arguments as the Pope remained ſatisfied with them. 
So the Council (you lay) was upon the Matter held in two Places, at Rome, 
and Conſtantinople. So that while the Pope preſided in the Council at Rome, 
and gave Allowance to their Proceedings at Conſtantinople, and that by rea- 
fon of their Entercourſe, they were looked on but as one Council in Effett, aud 
the Pope to have preſided therein. In all this you diſcover, How much 
you take up things upon truſt, and utter them with great Confidence, 
when they ſeem for your Purpoſe, although they are built upon notori- 
ous miſtakes in Ecclefiaſtical Hiſtory ; as I ſhall make it plain to you this 
Anſwer of yours is. For neither was the General Council at Conſtanti- 
nople ever in the leaſt ſummoned by the Pope, neither did it fir at the 
ſame time that the Council at Rome under Damaſus did; neither were 
any Letters ſent from that Council to the Pope; and therefore certainly 
Pope Damaſus could not in any ſenſe be ſaid to preſide there. Jheſe things, 
I know, make you wonder ar firſt; but I ſhall undertake to make it 
appear, How much your great Maſters (L need not name them to you) 
have abuſed your Creduliry in this Story. We are to know then, that 
the Emperor Theodoſius having been newly admitted into a ſhare of 
the Empire by Gratian, and the Eaſtern Parts cf it being alloted to him, 
he conſidering what a deplorable Condition the Churches of thoſe Parts 
were in, by reaſon of the Fadjons and Hereſies which were among them, 
judges it the beſt expedient to call a Council at Conſtantinople ; to ice if 
there were any hopes to bring the Church to any Peace. For this pur- 
poſe 150 Biſhops meet from the ſeveral Provinces at Conſtantinople, who 
condemn Macedonius, publiſh a new Creed, make ſeveral. Canons, accept 
of Gregory Nazianzen's Reſignation of the See of Conſtantinople, chuſe Ne- 
farius in his room, and on the Death of Meletius at Antioch, elect Fa- 
vianus to ſucceed him, make a Symodical Epiſtle to the Emperor Theo- 
doſius, giving him an Account of their Proceedings, and ſo diſſolve. This 
is the ſhorr of the Narration of it in Theodoret, Socrates, and Sozomen. Throdoret, Ec- 
But as ſoon as the Report of their Actions was come into the Weſtern «1 FEE: 
Parts, great Diſcontents are taken at their Proceedings, eſpecially at the S. J. 5. 
Election of Plavianus to the See at Antioch ; becauſe the Church of Rome _— ta, 
had declared it {elf in favour of Paulinus at Antioch, during the Life of. 12. 
Meletius. and therefore by no Means would they now yield to the Suc- 
ceſſion of Flavianus. Upon this, Damaſus ſollicits the Empcraur Grati- 


an for a General Council, that the Cauſe might be heard; and, that the 
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Eaſtern Biſhops might meet too, he ſends other Letters to Theodofius to the 

{ame Purpolc ; upon the Intimation of which, the Eaſtern Biſhops, who 

cither were detained at Conſtantinople by ſeveral Occurrences there, or were 

ſent again out of their Provinces thither, aſſemble together, and write a 

Synodical Epiſtle to Damaſus, Ambraſius, Britton, Valerian, c. wherein 

they give an Account, Why rhey could not come to Rome, becauſe the 

Eaſtern Churches could not, in ſo divided and buſie a time, be left deſtitute 

of their Biſhops, and therefore they deſire to be excuſed; bur however, 

they had tent Cyriacus, Euſebius, and Priſcianus, as their, Legates thither, 

This Excuſe the Emperor Theodofius accepted of, and Damaſus and his 

Council were fain to reſt ſatisfied with it; only ſome of Paulinus his Par- 

ty met him there, as Epiphanius and S. Hierom (although S. Hierom being 

no Biſhop, could only ſhew his good Will, and take that Opportunity 

of returning to Rome). What this Council did under Damaſus, we are 

Baron Ann. to fſeck ; for both Baronius and Binius confeſs, that the As of that 
382 feel. 17. Council, are wholly loſt ; only Baronius thinks, the Condemnation of Aol. 
linaris and Timotheus ( which Theodoret mentions) to have been done be- 
fore; and that Paulinus was reſtored to the See of Antioch by this Coun. 
cil : which ſeems the more probable, in that Paulinus the next Year te- 
turns to Antioch ; and becauſe the Biſhops of Rome afterwards took his 
Part, and defended his Succeſſour againſt Flavianus in the See of Antioch. 
This being the true Account of rhoſe Proceedings, let now any indiflerent 
Perſon judge, Whether you were not much put to it, when you are fain 
to confound two Councils held at ſeveral times on ſeveral Occaſions, on 
Purpoſe to lind the Reader, and to make him believe that Pope Dama- 
ſus had ſomewhat to do, in calling and preſiding in the General Council at 
Conſtantinople ; becauſe he requeſted the Meeting of the Biſhops again 
the Year after the General Council. And the Truth of this, is ſo plain, 
that Baronius and Binius contels the Diflerence of theſe two Councils, both 
Anal. Aun. às to the Times and occaſions of them. Baronius placeth the Oecumeni- 
331. Jeck. 17. cal Council at Conſtantinople, A. D. 38 1. Eucherius and Hagrius being 
| COSS. in May : But the other Council at Conſtantinople, he placeth the 

4 P. 382. year after, A. D. 382. Syagrius and Antonius COSS. at which time like- 
ſe. 45, Ce. wile the Council at Rome fate. And ſo Binius reckons this Council as 
Tom, 1. Concil. a ſecond Council at Conſtantinople under Damaſus, and, in all things con- 
0 Fo cerning the times of this and the former, follows Barontus exactly. So 
Bella m de much are the two great Cardinals, Bellarmine and Perron miſtaken, when 
cauclbhttes they would have the Council at Conſtantinople called Oecumenical on 
this Account, becauſe there was a Council at Rome fitting under Da- 

Perrev's Reply. maſus, at the ſame time, approving what was done at Conſtantinople. 
„ 1. cap. 34+ Whereas the Occaſion of the Council at Rome was given by ſome of the 
laſt Acts of the Oecumenical Council, viz. the Election of Flavianus. But 

that this could not be, that thoſe two Councils at Rome and Conſtantino- 

pie, ſhould fit together at the ſame time, and on the ſame Account, ap- 

By. Tem, 1. Pears by the Synodical Epiſtle of the Council the Year following ſent to 
Council. p. 665. Damaſus, Which is exemplified both in Binius and Baronias, and is origi- 
Crag nally Extant in Theodoret. Although Binius placeth it at the end of the 
Decumenical Council, but Baronius much more fairly in the next Year, 

. 4.D. 382, as being the Act of the ſecond Council. Now there are two things in 
ſet. 9. that Synoclical Epiſtle by which J ſhall prove it impoſſible, that either the 
Letters of Pope Damaſus did concern the calling of the Oecumenical Coun- 

cil, or that the ſitting of the Council at Rome, and the general one at Con- 
ſtantinople, could be at the ſame time. The firſt is from the Date o thoſe 

etters, 


ä 
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Lerters, which is thus expreſſed there: that they met together at Coaſtan- 
tinople, having received the Letters which were ſent the Year before from 
them to the Emperor Theodoftus, g mr © A, hub, after the Synod at 


— * 2 4. DAM 


Aquileia, Now the Synod at Aguileia by Baronius his Compuration, was Su. 387. 
held the ſame Year A. D. 38 1. in which the Oecumenical Council at Con- 3 ; 
ſtantinople was held, and much later in the Year too, for this was held in los 
the Nones of September, and the other in May; and ſo much is likewiſe 2. 683. 


confelſed by Binius in his Notes on that Council. Now let me demand of 
you, Wherher is it impoſſible that Damaſus ſhould, by his Letters, ſummon 
the Oecumenital Council, when the date of thoſe Letters to Theodofins, is ſo 
long after the ſitting of it? But beſides this, theſe Eaſtern Biſhops in that 
Council, which fat after theſe Letters of Damaſus, clearly diſtinguiſhed 
themſelves from the Oecumenical Council of the Year foregoing : for, aſter 
they had given a brief Account of their Faith, they refer the Pope and 
Weſtern Council to that Declaration of Faith which had been made 
the Tear before by the Oecumenical Council aſſembled at Conſtantinople, 
T@ migun * Kimble: mes, Ts enuperniis exrevm ovvids, Is it pollible then 
any thing ſhould be more evident, than that this Council aſſembled upon 
the Letters of Damaſus to Theodufius, and fitting with the Council at 
Rome, is clearly diſtinct from the Oecumenical Council of Conſtantinople ? 
And thus I hope I have diſpelled thoſe Miſts which you would caſt be- 
fore the Readers Eyes, by confounding theſe two Councils, and thereby 
oflering to prove, that the Pope had ſome kind of very remote Preſiden- 
cy in the ſecond General Council. Which is ſo far from being true, that 
there is not any Intimation in any of the ancient Hiſtorians, heodoret, 
Socrates, or Sozomen, that the Pope, or any of the Weſtern Biſhops, had 


any thing at all to do in it. But you will ask, How comes it then to be: 


accounted an Oecumenical Council > For this indeed Baronius would fain 


find our ſome hand that Damaſus had in it, or elſe he cannot conceive - 


how it ſhould become Oecumenical; but all the Proof he 13 is, 
Becauſe in the Ads of the ſixth Council it is ſaid, that Theodoſius and Da- 
maſus oppoſ-d Macedonius : and ſo I hope he might do by declaring his 


conſent to the Doctrine decreed in this Council; not that thereby his 


Approbation made it Oecamenical. And, as that Doctrine was received, 
and that Confeſſion of Faith embraced all over the World, ſo that Council 
became Oecumenical. For I cannot ſee but that if Damaſus had ſtood up 
for Macedonius, if the Decrecs againſt him had been received by the Ca- 
tholick Church, it had been never the leſs Oecumenical in the Senſe of An- 
tiquity : That Teſtimony which Baronius brings out of his own Library, 


and a Copy: of the Vatican, expreſſing that Damaſus did ſummon. the 


Council at Conſtantinople, is not to be taken againſt the conſent of the anci- 

ent Charch- Hiſtorians ; it being well known what Intereſt thoſe. Roman 

Copies have a long time driven on. I deny not therefore but that the 

Council of Conſtantinople was aſſented to by Damaſus, and the Weſtern 
7 


Biſhops in the Matters of Faith there decided, but I utterly deny that Da- 


naſus had any thing to do in the Prefidency over that Council. So that 
we find a Council always acknowledged to be Oecumenical, in which the 
Pope had no Prefidency at all; and this very Inſtance ſufficiently refutes 


your Hypotheſis, viz. That the Pope's Preſidency is neceſſary to a General 


In the third General Council held at Epheſus, A. D. 431. it is agreed on 


both ſides, that S. Cyril, Patriarch of Alexandria, was the Preſident of it: 
but the Queſtion is, In what Capacity. he ſate there, whether in his own, 
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or as Legate of Celeſtine Biſhop of Rome: All the Proof you produce for the 
latter, is, 7 hat it appears by a Letter written to him by the Pope, long before 
he ſent any other Legates to that Council; in which Letter he gives S. Cyril 
charge to ſupply his Place, as is teſtified by Evagrius, Proſper, Photius, aud 
divers other Authors. But here again you offer to confound two things, 
which are of a diſtin Nature; for you would have your Reader believe, 
that this Letter was ſent by Cæleſtine to Cyril, in order to his Prefidentſhip 
in the Council, whereas this Letter was ſent the Tear before, without any 
relation to the Council; as appears by the Series of the Story; which is 
briefly this: The Differences in the Eaſtern Churches increaſing about the 
Opinions broached by Neſtorius, S. Cyril of Alexandria chiefly appearing 
in Oppoſition to them, they both write (much about the ſame time) to Pope 
Cæleſtine, impeaching each other of Hereſie. Bur before Cœleſtine had read 
the Letters from Neſtorius in Vindication of himſelf, Poſidonius a Deacon 
of Alexandria comes with ſeveral Diſpatches from S. Cyri/, wherein a 
large Account is given of the Hereſie and Actions of Neſtorius ; upon which 
the Pope calls a Council at Rome, and therein examines the Allegations on 
both ſides, which being done, the Council condemns Neſtorius, and paſ- 
ſeth this Sentence on him, That ten days ſhould be allowed him (after no- 
tice given) for his Repentance ; and, in caſe of Objlinacy, he ſhould be de. 
clared excommunicate. And for executing this Sentence, Cæleſtine com- 
mits his Power to Cyril; not as though it belonged to the Hope only to 
do it, but that by this Means there might appear the Conſent of the Me- 
ſtern with the Eaſtern Biſhops, in putting Neſtorius out of the Communi- 
on of the Catholick Church. S. Cyril having received theſe Letters by the 
return of #ofſidonius, dated the third of the Ides of Auguſt, as appears by 
the Letters extant in Baronius, calls a Council at Alexandria, in which four 
Legates are decreed to be ſent to Conſtantinople in purſuance of the Sen- 
tence againſt Neſtorius, they deliver the Letters of Cæleſtine and Cyril to 
him, he returns them no Anſwer at all, but addreſſes himſelf to the Em- 
peror Theodofius, and complains of the Perſecutions of Cyril, which oc- 
caſioned a very ſharp Letter of the Emperor to him, charging him with 
diſturbing the Churches Peace. But this was not all; for Cyri/ having 
with the Synodical Epiſtle of the Council of Alexandria, ſent twelve Ana- 
thematiſms to be ſubſcribed by Neſtorius, he was ſo far from it, that he 
charges Cyril with the Hereſie of Apollinarius in them, and ſends them to 
Johannes Antiochenus, who (with the Syrian Biſhops of his Dioceſe) 
joyn with Neſtorius in the Impeachment of Cyril. So that by this means 
the Sentence againſt Neſtorius could not be put in Execution, becauſe of 
the diſſent of che Eaſtern Biſhops, and that S. Cyril ſtood charged with 
Herefie as well as the other. Things being grown to this height, Theo- 
dofins calls a General Council at Epheſus, to be held the enſuing Year, 
writes to all the Metropolitavs to appear there at the time appointed, 
and bring ſuch Biſhops with them, as they thought convenient; but 
what Contentions happened there between the two Parties, is not here 
our Buſineſs to relate; but the Emperor ſoreſeeing what Diſturbance was 
like to be there, ſent the Count Candidianus for better Management of 
the Affairs of the Council. Now S. Cyril and his Party having the Advan- 
tage of the other, both in Number and Forwardneſs of being there, Cyril 
ſits as Preſident among them. The Queſtion now is, Whether he ſate 
there by virtue of that Legantine Power he had for the ſexcommunicating 
Neſtorius the Year before, or not ? or only as Patriarch of Alexandria, and 
chief of that Party? But by what Authority he ſhould * oy be 
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Preſident of the Council, becauſe he had been deputed by Cæleſtine to act his 


part in the excommunicating Neſtorius, Ithink is ſome what hard to under. 
ſtand. Neither doth any thing appear in the Council which gives any 
ground for it; for Cyril ſubſcribes to it meerly as Patriarch of Alexandria, 
the Council on all occaſions call him, and Memnon of Epheſus their acide, 
and when they ſpeak of Cæleſtine, after his Lezates came, they ſay, He did 
only geben, afſiſt together with them in Council: But, Why ſhould Cæ- 
leſtine ſend other Legates afterwards, viz. Arcadius, Philippus, and Pro- 
jectus, if S. Cyril ſupplied the Pope's Place there, already? Vet, although 
we ſhould grant, that before the Legates came, Cyril did ſupply the place 
of Cæleſtine, it doth not follow, that he ſate Prefident of the Council on 
that Account: but only to ſhew the Concurrence of Cæleſtine with the 
(ouncil in matter of Doctrine; and this there was good Reaſon for, be- 
cauſe Cæleſtine had Tully declared himſelf to Cyril concerning that already. 
And this was uſual in the Councils, as appears in this very Council by Flavia- 
ws Biſhop of Philippi ; ſubſcribing likewiſe in the place of Rufus of Theſ- 
ſalonica. So that if we grant Oil to fit in the Council as Legate of Cœleſtine, 
yet it doth not follow, that he was Preſident of the Council in that Capaci- 

ty; for the other was only to zeſtzfe his Conſeut, this required a particular 

Commiſſion to that purpoſe. So that he might give a Vote in the Council for 
Cæleſtine, and yet ſit ſas he did) Preſident of the Council as Patriarch of 
Alexandria. Thus it being manifeſted, that in the three firſt General 
Councils, the Pope fate not either by himſelf or his Legates as Prefident, it 
is ſufficiently proved thereby, that his Prefdency is no neceſſary Condition 
to a General Council; and if not, then we ſay, It is unjuſt and unreaſona- 
ble he ſhould challenge it, when he is the Perſon mainly accuſed. But in 
the mean while it is not at all neceſſary, that we ſhould deny that ever he 
fate as Preſident in any other General Council, for being the Biſhop of the. 
chief See, Why ſhould he in a caſe of general Concernment to the Church, 

as that of ( halcedox, not be allowed by his L egates to have the prime Place? 
But there wants ſufficient Evidence too, that theſe were properly the Pre- 
fidents of that Council. In the next at Conſtantinople you grant, that Eu- 
ow Biſhop of Conſtantinople ſate Prefident ; but you ſay, That he ac- 

nowledged this Privilege to be due to Pope Vigilius. Bur, How came it 

to paſs then, that he would not ſit there, though then at Conſtantinople 2 It 

appears by the many frivolous Excuſes he made, that he durſt not truſt him- 

ſelf in the Council, for fear that Authority ſhould not be given him which 


he expected. For that hath always been the Subtilty of the Popes in thoſe 


elder Times, when they began to.encroach, not to venture themſelves in 
preſence in a General Council, for fear of Oppoſition, but by their abſence 
they reſerved to rhemlelves a Liberty to declare their diſſent, when any 
Acts paſſed which did not pleaſe them. As Leo did in the caſe of the Coun- 
eil of Chalcedon. But however, this is evident from the fifth General Coun- 
cil, that the Pope's Preſidency was not then thought at all neceſſary. What 
was done in following Councils, is not material to our purpoſe, becauſe it 
doth already ſufficiently appear, that the Pope's Prefidency is not neceſſary 
to a General Council, and therefore you conclude with a notorious Falſity, 


in ſaying with Bellarmin. That the Pope hath been poſſeſt full 1500 T. ears of ” 


the right of preſiding in General Councils. 


His Lordſhip's third Exception againſt the Council of Trent. is, That the 


Place was mot free, but either in, or too near the Pope's Dominions. Tothis 
you Anſwer, That cerrainly Trent is not within the Pope's Dominion : but 
it is well enough known, that Trent was under the ſole Juriſdiction of the 


Biſhop, 


4 
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| Biſhop, and the Biſhop to be ſure was uader the Pope's Dominion, having 
been particularly obliged too, by receiving. a Cardinal's Hat. And there- 
fore it was not without juſt Reaſon that the Place was proteſted againſt, 
not only by the German Proteſtants, as being out of Germany where the 
States of tlie Empire had often promiſed the Council ſhould be; at the 
Diet at Norimberg 1524, at Auſpurg 1526. Spire 1529. Ratisbone 1532, 
1541. again at Norimberg 1543. and laſt of all at Spire 1544. but as a 
molt inconvenient Place for them to come to; being a Week's Journey (as 
they ſay) from the Borders of Germany, ſeated in a barren and almoſt in- 
acceſſible Place, having no freedom of Paſſage almoſt amidſt the Alps : 
This place, I ſay, was not only proteſted againſt by them, as being con- 
trary to the Promiſes made to them ; but the German Biſhops made it their 
earneſt Requeſt, that the Council might be held in Germany; for at Trent, 
they ſaid they could neither be preſent themſelves, nor ſend any Legates 
thither : and particularly inſtance in the unpaſſableneſs of the Alps be- 
tween them and Trent? and that it was rather in the Borders of Italy than 
Germany. And the Pope himſelf in his Anſwer to the German Biſhops, and 
the Emperor s Proteſtation upon the removal of the Council from Trent to 
Bononia, inſiſts upon the Inconvenience of Trent for the long Reſidence of 
the Biſhops there. And in behalf of the Proteſtants declaring againſt this 
Review ofche lac in regard of the unſafeneſs of it, the Places about being all under the 
er 0 Pope's Authority: du Ranchin tells you, That it is an Exception al lowalle 
Trent, 1. 1.6. 7. By the Doctors of the Canon-Law, who all agree, that an Exception againſt the 
Safety of the Place is pertinent, and ought to be admitted; that it is good, both 
by the Civil Law and the Law of Nature, that a Man ſummon d to a Place where 
any danger threatens him, is not bound to appear, nor to ſend his Proctor, and 
that a Judge is bound to aſſign the Parties a place of Safety for the hearing of 
their Cauſe, otherwiſe there is juſt cauſe of Appeal. That the Council of Piſa 
excepted againſt appearing at Rome on the ſame Accounts, and if they 
durſt not venture to Rome upon the offer of Safe- conduct, much leſs rea- 
ſon had the Proteſtants to do it, to ſuch a Place as Trent, a City, by reaſon 
of the neighbouring Woods very ſubject to Treacheries and Ambuſhments; 
that the very deſigning ſuch a Place yielded ground of Fear and Suſpicion, 
eſpecially to ſuch as had not forgotten the late Examples of Fohn Huſſe, 
and Hierom of Prague at the Council of Conſtance. That the States of Ger- 
many in the Diet at Francford, A. D. 1338. pleaded the Nullity of the Pope's 
Excommunication of Lewis 5, becauſe he was cited to Avignon where the 
Pope was Lord of the Place; and the place being not free for him to appear 
at, the ſummons were not Canonical, but void and invalid in Law. This 
and many other Inſtances are there brought by the ſame learned Author, 
to juſtifie the Proteſtants in not appearing at Trent, becauſe the Place was 
not free nor ſafe; although the Author ſeems not to have been one 
himſelf. All theſe things being conſidered, he muſt have been an If del 
indeed, who would pronounce Trent to have been the moſt" indifferent place 
for both Parties to meet at. For what you ſay, That it migbt have 
been as unſafe for the Pope and his Party, if it had been in Germany : there is 
no Reaſon at all for it, — of the Emperors 2 owning that Intereſt; 
but if you plead the Wars of Germany which then 

may ſerv- as a further Plea for the Proteſtants, who were in a good Con- 
dition to go to a free Council about matters of Religion, when a War was 
already begun upon them uponthe account of Religion, as moſt evidently 
appears, not only by the Supplies ſent by the Pope, but by the Tranſacti- 
ons afterwards between the Pope and the Emperor, in fome of which it is 

expreſly confeſſed. * oa | , 
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But ſuppoſing the place had been never ſo free, there is another great d. 10 


Exception remaining ſtill, viz. 7hat none had Suffrage, but ſuch as were ſworn COTE | 
h the Pope and Church of — and profeſſed Enemies to all that call'd for 


eformation or a free Council. To this you Anſwer, 1. That it is no new 

hing for Biſhops to take an Oath of Canonical Obedience to the Pope; for P. 233. 
Fe. Gregory , mentions it as an ancient Cuſtom in his Jime; and therefore 
| 785 Obje:tion would ſerve as much againſt ancient General Councils as this of 
| Trent. 2. hat the Biſhop s Vath 2 not deprive them of the liberty of their 


| Suffrage ; nay it doth not ſo much as oblige them not to proceed and vcte even 
: againſt the Pope himſelf, if they ſee juſt cauſe ; but only that they will be obe- 
dient to him, ſo long as he commands things ſuitable to the will of God and the 
Sacred Canons of the hurch. But what Falſhood and Fraud lies in both theſe 
x Antwers, it will not take up much time to diſcover. Could you without 
bluſhing offer to ſay, 7hat no other Oath was taken by the Biſhops at the 
x Council of Trent than what was taken in ancient General Councils? For fo 
1 much yBur Words imply, when you ſay, 7hat the ſame Oljeclion would have 
, held as well azainſt them as this of Trent. Why do you not produce ſome 
b Inſtance of an Oath taken to the Pope in any of the firſt General Councils 2 
h Idare challenge you to bring any Footſteps of any ſuch thing in any anci- 
6 ent Council; and you mult needs have exceedingly hardened your Fore- 
* head that durſt let all any thing tending that way. It was in much later 


Times before that Oath of Canonical Obedience from Biſhops to their Metro- 

h politan came up; and when it did, no more took any ſuch Oath to the Bi- 

ſhop of Rome, than ſuch as were under his Metropolitical Furiſdiftion. In 
your Citation of Gregory, you would let us ſee how far, you can out- go Bel- 
larmine himſelf in theſe Things. For Bellarmine only proves, that it is not », cin 
new for Biſhops to take an Oath of Canonical Obedience to the Pope; but you J. 1. c. 22. 
ſay, 7hat Gregory mentions it as an ancient Cuſtom in his Time, which is 
egregiouſly falſe. For there is not one Word in all that Epiſtle implying 
any thing of former Cuſtom, neither doth it contain an Oath of Canonical 

Obedience made by every Biſhop at his Conſecration, but only a Form of Re- 
nunciation of Hereſte by any Beſhop who comes off from it to 10 Catholick 
Church, and fo the Title of it is, Promiſſio cujuſdam Epiſcopt hæreſin ſuam 
anathematizantis; and what is this, I pray, to the Oath taken by every Biſhop 
at his Conſecration 2 Wherein he ſwears, o defend and retain the Roman Pa- 
pacy, and the Royalties of S. Peter (fo their new Pontifical hath it, whereas 
in the old one it was re:ulas Sanctorum Patrum) ag ainſt all Men. And was 
this no more than a bare Oath of Canonical Obedience? The ſirſt mention 
we meet with of any Oath of Canonical Obedience taken by Men in Orders, is 
in the eleventh Council of Toledo, cap. 10. held, faith Loyaſa, A. D. 675. and 
therein indeed they ſay it is expedible, a matter they judge expedient, 
That thoſe in Orders ſhould, Promiſſionis ſux vota ſub cautione ſpondere, 
bind themſelves by promiſe to obſerve the Catholick Faith, and obey their Su- 
periors : but here is nothing at all concerning any Oath to be taken by all 
Biſhops to the Pope, though Bellarmine produce it to that purpoſe. For 
that was much later than the time of this Council, it beginning at the time 
of the Conteſts between the Popes and Princes about Iuveſtitures; then the 
Pope to ſecure as many as he could to himſelf, binds them in Oath of Feal- 
ty and Allegiance, rather than Canonical Obedienceto himſelf ; by which, as 
Spalatenfis truly ſaith, he makes the Biſhops his Slaves and Vaſſals. And De Repus. 
therefore in another Place, he juſtly wonders, that any Chriſtian Princes 1 7 
will ſuffer any Biſtops to make that Homage by this Oath to the Pope, which 5. Em. 2.7; 
is only due to themſelves. For, faith he, That Oath which was only of 2 6. c. 7 n. 102. 
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| nonical Obedience before, they have turned it into abſolute Homage to the Pope, 
ſo that none can be conſecrated Biſhops without it. But yet you would per. 
| {wade us, that notwithſtanding this Oath, they may proceed and vote againſt 
|; the Pope himſelf. Surely, Pope Pius 2. was of another mind, who (as the 
| Appendix to Urſpergenſis tells us) in an Epiſtle to the Chapter at Ment, 
| | laith, That to ſpeak Truth againſt the Pope, is to break their Oath. But all this 
| will more evidently appear, if we produce the Form of the Oath it ſelf, I 
mean not that in the old Roman Pontifical, but that which was taken in 
Julius the third's time, which was in the time of the fitting of the Council 
of Trent. In which, beſides in the firſt place a Promiſe of Obedience to 
the Pope and his Succeſſors, and a Promiſe of Concealment of all his 
Councils, there are theſe expreſs Words, Jura, honores, privilegia, & an- 
Proteſtntio ad. Thoritatem Roman@ Eccleſiæ, Domini noſtri Pape & ie de. predittorum 
verſus Concil. conſervare, defendere, augere, & promovere curabo. I will take care to pre- 
94s ag 1 ſerve, defend, increaſe, and promote the Rights, Honours, Privileges, and 
Authority of the Roman Church, andof our Lord the Pope and his gucceſſors 
aforeſaid ; but leſt this ſhould not be full enough, there follows another 
Clauſe, Nec ero in Concilio, in faclo, ſeu trattatu, in quibus contra Dominum 
noſtrum, vel Romanam Eccleſiam, aliqua finiſtra ſive præjudicialia perſonarum, 
juris, honoris, ſtatus, & poteſtatis eorum, machinentur. Et, ft talia 4 quibuſ- 
dam tractari coznovero, aut procurari, impediam hoc pro poſſe ; & quantocyus 
potero commode ſiznificabo eidem Domino noſtro, vel alteri per quem ad ipſius 
notitiam poſſit pervenire. 1 will not be inany Council, Action, or Debate, in 
which they ſhall plot or contrive any thing to the Prejudice of our Lord the Pope 
| or the Roman Church, or of any Perſons, Right, Honor, State or Power, 4 — 
| longing to them. Was not this now a fit Oath to ſend Biſhops to a free Coun- 
cil witch? where the main thing to have been debated had been the 
uſurped Power of the Pope and Church of Rome. He that can believe a 
Council made up of ſuch Perſons (who judge this Oath lawful} to be Free, 
| may think thoſe Men free to rebel againſt their Sovereign, who had bur 
| Juſt taken an Oath of Allegiance to him. Not that the Pope had any Right 
or Power to impoſe it, or that the Oath is in ir ſelf lawful; but that thoſe 
who judged both theſe things true, could not poſſibly be more obliged, 
not to act in any meaſure againſt the Pope than they were. And there- 
fore the Pope knew what he did, when he utterly denied to abſolve the 
| Biſhops of this Oath, which the States of the Empire preſſed him to, as ne- 
ceſſaty in order to the Freedom of tlie Council : No, ſaid he, J do not mean 
to have my Hands bound up ſo. He knew well enough, how much his 172. 
tereſt lay at Stake, if the Biſhops were releaſed of this Oath, and therefore 
he was reſolved to hold them faſt enough to himſelf by it. What Re- 
ſtrictions or Limitations can you now find out in this Oath, whereby theſe 
Biſhops might freely debate the Power and Authority of the Biſpop of Rome? 
They that ſwear, not to be in any Council or Debate againſt the Pope, are not 
| like to make any Free Council about the matters then in Diſpute. And, 
| Do you think now the Proteſtants had no cauſe to except againſt this Council, 
where all the Biſhops were ſwore before-hand to maintain and defend that 
which they moſt complained of? And, Were there nothing elſe but this 
Oath, To unheard of a thing in all ancient Councils, ſo contrary to the ends 
of a Free Council; this were enough to keep them from ever ſubmitting to 
the Judgment of ſuch a Council as that of Trent was. | 
And yet this is not all neither; for his Lordſhip adds, That the Pope 
himſelf, to ſhew his Charity, had declared and pronounced the Appellants Here- 
ticks, before they were condemned by the Council. J hope, ſaith he, 7 7 
b embly 
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Aſſembly of Enemies ark no lawful Council; and I think that the Detrees of. ſuch 
a one are, omni jure nulla, and carry their Nullity with them through all Law. 
Allthe Aniwer you give to this, is, That the Pope did nothing therein but in 
purſuance of the Canons of the Church which required him ſo to do, and of the 
Pecrees of General Councils, which had already condemned their Opinions for 
Hereſie. You mend the matter well; for it ſeems the Pope not only did fo, 
but was bound to do ſo. For ſhame then never talk of a Free and General 
Council, to debate thoſe things which you ſay. were already cbndemned 


for Hereſics by General Councils.” One may now ſee; What the ſafe 


Conduct had been for the Proteſtants, if they had come to Trent; for it 
ſeems they were condemned for Hereticks before they came there, and no- 
thing then was wanting bur Execution. But if the Proteſtants Opinions 
were condemned for Hereſies before by General Councils, Why was the 
Council of Trent at all ſummoned 2 Why was the World ſo deceived with 
the Promiſes of a Free and General Councils Why did they proceed to 
make new Decrees in theſe matters? In what ancient general Councils will 
you ſhew us the Pope s Supremacy, the  Infallibility ot the Church of Rome 
decreed, that thoſe who held the contrary ſhould be accounted Hereticks ? 
Speak them out, that we may find our ſelves therein condemned. Give us 
a Catalogue of the reſt of your Tridentine Articles, and name us the general 
Councils in which they were decreed as they are there? But this is not a 
work for you to meddle in. However, What Folly and Madneſs would it 
be ro account that a Free Council, in which the Things to be debated are 


looked on as condemned Hereſies already, and no Liberty allowed to any 


Perſons to debate them s „ | 
The laſt Exception you ſay of his Lordſhip, is, againſt the ſmall Number 
of Biſhops preſent at the Tridentine Council; and in the firſt Place he men- 
tions the Greeks whom he takes {ſay you) to have been unjuſtly excluded. To 
this you ſay, 1. The Pope called all who had right to come? (you ſhould ſay, all 
whom he would judge to have right to come). 2. The Greeks, by reaſon of their 


Ibid. 


wtorious Schiſm, had excluded themſelves : And, Might not the Greeks (if 


they were in Condition) every whit as well hold a general Council among 
themſelves, and ſay, The Latins had excluded themſelycs- by their noto- 
rious Schiſm ? You ſay, It is confeſſed that no known Heretick or Schiſma- 
tick, hath right to fit in Council; but ſtill you make your own ſelves Judges, 
Who are Orthodox, and who Hereticks and Schiſmaticks; and, Might 
not the Greeks again ſay the very ſame of you? And for all that I know, 
wich much more Truth and reaſon. It was then very like to be a gene- 
ral Council, when the Pope and his Parry muſt fit as Judges, Who were to 
be admitted, and who not: Might hot the Donatiſis in Africa liave call'd their 
Council of ſeventy Biſhops an Oecumenical Council upon the ſame Grotinds; 
becauſe they accounted none to belong to the Church, but ſuch as were 
of their own Party ? And if they did not belong to the Church, they could 
have no right to ſit in Council. It ſeems, the more uncharitable you are, 
the freer your Councils are; For the Pope may, by pronouncing Men Here- 
ticks and Sehiſmaticks, keep them from coming to Councils, and appear- 
ing againſt him there; and the Council be never the leſs General for all 
that. If the Greeks be not called to the Council, they may thank them- 
ſelyes, they are notorious Schiſmaticks, and, if we believe you, Hereticts 
too; If the Proteſtants be not admitted, it is their own Fault they are con- 
demned Hereticks : if none appear from any other more remote Churches, ſtill 
the ſame Plea will ſerve to exclude them all. For my part I much oo 
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the ſaying of Eugenius in the Council of Florence, when they ſpake of the 
paucity of Biſhops for a.General Council, That where he and the Emperour, 
and the Patriarch of Conſtantinople were preſent, there was a General Coun- 
cil, though there were no more. And Pope Pins the fourth might have ſaved 
a great deal of money in his Purſe, with which he maintained his BID. 
Errant at that Council, had he been of the Tame mind. But the Scene nf 
things was altered in Europe; there were ſuch Clamours made for a, Gene. 
ral Council, that ſomething muſt be done to fſatisfie the World; and, ag 
long as the Pope knew how to manage the Buſineſs, there would be nothing 
could breed ſo great danger in it. He therefore barely ſummons a Council 
without acquainting any of the Eaſtern Patriarchs with it (as was the Cu- 
ſtom in the ancient General Councils) among whom it was debated after 
the Emperor's indiCting of it; theſe ſummoned by the Emperor's Order 
their Metropolitans, the Metropolitans the Biſhops ; the Biſhops . they 
agreed among themſelves, whothould goto the Council, who on that Ac- 
count might be ſaid to repreſent thoſe Churches from whence they came. 
What was there like this in the Council of Trent? What Meſſages were 
there ſent to the Eaſtern Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, Antioch and Alex- 
andria > What Metropolitans came thence? What Biſhops by the Content 
of thoſe Churches? And, if there were nothing of all this, What Bold- 
neſs is it to call this a General Council? Juſt by the ſame Figure that your 
Church is called the Catholick Church; which is, by an inſufferable Caza. 
chreſis. And muſt ſix fugitive Greek Biſhops give Vote here for all the 
Eaſtern Churches; and two fugitive Exgliſb Biſhops forall the Church of 
England I do not then at all wonder, How eaſily this might be a general 
Council, though there were ſo very few Perſons in moſt of the Seſſons of 
it. But you ſay, There was no need of any particular ſending from the Greeks, 
as the Caſe then ſtood, and ſtill continues; "tis ſufficient they were called by 
the Pope. Sufficient indeed for your Purpoſe ; but not at all for a general 
Council ; For if the Greek Churches had been in Condition to have ſent an 
equal number of Eaſtern to Weſtern Biſhops, the Popes would rather have 
loſt all, than ſtood to the Judgment of ſuch a Council. And this you know 
well enough, for all your ſaying, That the Greek Church condemns the Pro- 
teſtants : You dread the Greek Churches meeting you in a Free General 
Council; and therefore to prevent that, they mult be called Schiſmatricks, 
and excluded as ſuch, though you would never permit the debate of the 
Schiſm in a Free Council. As the Caſe then ſtood, and ſtill continues, there 
was no need of ſending. And, Why 1o? Is it becauſe thoſe Churches were 
then under Perſecutions, and are ſtill, and therefore there is no Hopes that 
the Biſhops ſhould come to a general Council? But all that thence follows, 
is, that as things ſtood then, and do till, there can be no truly general 
Council; and that is a juſt Inference: but I ſuppoſe you rather mean, be- 
cauſe thoſe Churches were then in Schiſm, and are ſtill, which ſtill diſco- 
vers what a wonderful good Opinion you have of your ſelves, and how un- 
charitable you are to all others. And ſo great is the Excellency of your 
Biſhops, that one of them may repreſent a whole Nation; and ſo about fifty 
will be more than ſufficient for rhe whole World. And therefore I rather 
wonder there were ſo many Biſhops at Trent; for, if the Pope pleaſed, as 
he made Patriarchs, Primates, and Arch-Biſhops of ſuch Places where they 
never durſt go (which he knew well enough) it had been bur appointing 
ſuch to ſtand for ſuch a Nation, and ſuch for another, and a ſmall number 
might have ſerved turn, without putting any to the trouble of coming 


from any foreign Countreys at all. For otherwiſe, if we go about to _—_ 
the 
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th the numbers oops, by their Proportions to the Churches they me 

| from, as it gught to be in Genengh Councils, we Jhall find à moſt ' pitiful 
* Account in the Council of Trent gi i Nano » ee 
_ For as his Lordſhip ſaith, 1s it to be accounted a General Council, that in 9. 12, 
* may Stſſrons had ſcaroe ten Arch Biſbaps, or forty or fifty Biſhops preſent > n P. 215. | 
= all the Seſſions under Paul III. ut do Frenchmen, and ſometimes nongg a in 
10 the ſixth, under. Julius III. whey Henry II. f France proteſtem agu that * 
_ Council. Aud from England but one ® two (by your own Confeſſion V awd 0 
. thoſe yt pers "And the French (he ſaith) held off till the Gage ® © =» 
» dinal of Lorral wat got t Rome. As for the 'Spaniqrds, they laboured for — 
— a many thin;s upon good voin, but moſt. unwort hi over born. Now * 
= to this you have a double Anſwer teady, That M1 Deputation, is Ibid. . ., 
— not of abſolute necęſſitys but Buly ofyCanonical Frauiſiau, full on time op ftate of 
i as the Qountreys whence Biſhops art ſent, will permits, is other Caſes, it ſuſtret h, 8 
* they be called by the Pope. 2. For thoſe who were abſent, the Impediment was not 4 

on the Councils part ; and inthe latter Seſſſons (wherein all at had been 
me, formerly defined by the Couibiß was de Novo confirmed. aud ratified by the 
"ag unanimous conſent of all the Prelates) tis manifeſt; thi gunc il was ſo full, tha 

; in the number of, Biſhops" it exceeded ſome oft he firſt four General Council 

begin with your firſt Antwer, which neceſſarily implies, chat a Gegeral X 
Council is not ſo called by Repreſentation of tlie whole Churth,. but by rela- OS 


tion tothe Pope s Summons. Softhat if the Poe make a General Summons, „ 
that muſt be called a General Council, thougli none be pteſent but ſuch 5 
whom the Pope, Mall think fit to call thither. But, Where do you find 
any ſuch Account of a General Council in all Autiguit) ꝰ I have given you 
Inſtances al General Councils, in which the Popes had nothing ar all 
to do, with Fe fummoning of them; nay, all the four General Councils 
were called by the iperour, and not by che Pope, as any one may ſee, 
that doth not wil fuſſy blind himſelf.” The Pope ſometimes did beſeech and * 
intreat the Emperoun to call # Council, but never preſumed to do it himſelf 0 

in thoſe Days. And this is evident, not only from the, Hiforians, hut from 
the authentiek Acts of the Councils themſelves; and Cardirtt Perron's di- 
ſtinction of the temporal and ſpiritual Call of Councils, vis as ill grounded ass 
the Pope's temporal and ſpiritual Power there being o Foundation at all in 
Autiguity, nor any reaſon in the thing, for two ſuch ſeveral Calls, the one by a 

the Emperour, and the other by the Pope. But this is àa meer Evaſion, the 
Evidence being ſo clear, as to the Empengr's calling thoſę Councils, the Ni- 
cene by Conſtantine, the Conſtantinopolitan by Theodoſigs, the Ephefige by 
the Junior Theodofius, the Chalcedonian by Martian and Valentinian: 

And this is ſo clear, that Bellarmine in his Recognitzons confeſleth his mi- Recognir, ) 
ſtake about the Conſtantinopolitap Council being called by the Letters of Pope? 46: 
Damaſus ; and agknowledges that to be true, which I ar farge proved be- 
re, That the Synodical Epiſtle was not ſent by the General Council, but by 

ther the Tear after. If then the calling of Councils belongs not of right 
to the Pope, it is not his ſummoning which can make a General Council, with- | 

out Jillian and Deputation from thoſ@5Churches whom they are to re- 
preſent. And any other ſenſe of a General Council is contrary to the ſęnſe 
of Antiquity, and is forced, and unteaſonable in it ſelf, For & muſt be 
either abſolutely general, or by repreſentation ; none ever imagined yer an 
abſolutely General Council, and th fore it muſt be ſo called as it doth re- 
preſent; if ſo, then there is a neceſſity of ſuch a Deputation. But here a 
Queſtion; might ariſe, Whether thoſe Deputies of Churches have power by 
their own votes to oblige the Churches they are ſent from, by convening in 
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a general Council ; or elſe only as they carry with them che ſenſe of thoſe 
Churches whom they repreſent ; and this latter feems more agreeable to 
the Nature of a truly General Council, whoſe Acts muſt oblige the whole 


| Church. For that can only be ſaid to be the act of the whole Church, 
which is done by the Biſhops delivering the Sexſe of all particular Churches , 


and it is not eaſie to underſtand, How the Univerſal Church can be obliged 


any other way; unleſs it be proved, that General Councils are inſtituted 


by ſome poſitive Law of Chriſt : ſo that what is done by the Biſhops in them 


- muſt oblige the Catholick Church; and then we muſt find out not only the 


Inſtitution it ſelf, but the way and manner how General Coumcils ſhould be 
called, of which thg Scripture is wholly filetit?” And therefore there is no 
reaſon that there Id be any other General Council imagined, but by 
ſuch a Repreſentation; and in order to this, the conſent of all thoſe Churches 
muſt be known by the particular Biſhops, before they can concurr with 
others, ſo as to make a General Council, The moſt ſuitable way then to 
a General Council, is, that the Summons of them being publiſhed by the 
conſent of Chriſtian Princes, every Prince may call together a National Sy. 
nod, in which the mattets to be debated in the Council, are to be diſcuſſed, 


and the ſenſe of that Synod fully declared, which thoſe Biſhops who are 


appointed by it to go to the General Council, are to carry with them, 


and there to declare the Senſe of their particular Church, and what all theſe ' 


Biſhops ſo aſſembled doall agree in, as the Senſe of the whole Church, may 
be called the decree of a General Council. Or in cafe ſome great Impedi- 
ment happen, that ſuch Biſhops cannot aſſemble from all Churches, but a 
very conſiderable number appcaring and declaring themſelves, which up- 
on the firſt notice of it, is univerſally received by all particular Churches, 
that may ex peſt. facto be called a General Council; as it Was with the firſt 
four Oecumenical Councils. And yet that in them there was ſuch a Deputa- 
tion as this is, appears by that Expreſſion in the Synodical Epiſtle of the 
Biſhops of Conſtantinople before mentioned; for in that they wn this Ac- 
count, Why they could not do what the Weſtern Biſhops deſired, Becauſe 
they brought not with them the conſent of the Biſhops, who remained at home 
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my ovy nerd io wg3 wrt. And concerning this only Council, viz. at Conſtan- 
tinople, have we brought the conſent of thoſe Biſhops which remain in the Pro- 
vinces. So that they looked on the Conſent of the other Biſhops, to be 
neceſſary as well as theirown. But now, if we examine your Council of 
Trent by this Rule, How far is it from any Appearance of a General Coun- 
cil > What Biſhops were there ſent from the moſt of Chriſtian Churches? 


[Thoſe that did appear, What Equality and Proportion was there among 


them 2 For Voices in General Councils ought not to go by the number of 


Biſhops, but by the number of Churches; ſo that if fx were ſent from the 


Church of Exgland, or France, delivering the Senſe of that Church they 
come from, they have equal Votes with the greateſt number of Italian 
Biſhops. But here lay the great Impoſture of that Council; firſt, that the 


Councils being general, depended upon the Pope's general Summons, though 


never ſo few Biſhops appeared; next, that the Decrees of the Council were 
to be carried by moſt Voices, and the Biſhops to give their bare placet ; 
theſe things being thus laid, when there was any fear that Buſineſſes would 
not go right, it was but the Zegare's uſing ſome Art in delayingir, and ſend- 


ing Intelligence to Rome, and forty Biſhops are made together, and poſted 


to Trent, to help out the number of Voices; and thus it was in the Caſe of 
the Inſtitution and Refidence of Biſhops : And this is that you call, / 
; genera 
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general Counggl 2. To your other, That what was wanting in number at firſt, 

was made up at laſt whey all former Decrees were confirmed by a full number 

of Biſhops ; it is ſoon replyed, That this is, as all the reſt of the Proceedings 

of that Council was, but a meer Artifice, For it appears by the Hiſtory of Hiſt. Council 

that Council, bat in the laſt Seſſon under Pius IV. a Propoſition was made v 5 * 5: 

that all the Decrees under Paul and Julius ſhould be approved g; which was * 

oppoſed, becauſe ghiey ſaid it would be a derogation to the A of 

the Council of thoſe times, if it ſnould ſeem that the things then done had 

need of a new confirmation of the Fathers, and would ſhew, that tis and 

that was nat all one, becauſe none can conſirm his own things. But upp: 

on the French Biſhops earneſt inſſſting upon it, it was determined fimply ro +» * 

read them, and no more. And, Do you call this a colffirming and fatiſ )). 

ing them de novo? So that, for all appears by this lalbSeſſion che Authurit © 

of thoſe, Decrees, muſt, as far as concerns the Council, depend upon the 

number of the Biſbops then preſent, which was but very ſmall certainly - 

for a general Council, there being not ſo many in moſt of the Seſſons, "as 

were in the Donatiſts Council in Africa; ſo far were they from the number 

of the ancient General Councils. e | 
But here comes your grand ObjeQion in the way, That no + pre- 9. 13. 

tended by us againſt the Council of Brent, which might not have been, in effect Ibid. n. 4. 

as juſtly objected by the Arrians- againſt the Council of Nice. But, Is not 

there eaſily diſcernible a vaſt Diſparity between theſe two, which way 

ſoever we conceive them? The one called by the Emperor, who in Perſon 

ſate in the Council, to prevent all Diſorders and clanculag, Actions; the 

other by the Pope, who pteſided in it by his, Legates, adi ordered all 

things by his Ditections. In that of Nice, the Arrian Biſhaf® were as frees 

ly admitted to debate, as any of the other; but it was far from. being ſo at 

the Council of Trent. In the Nicene Council, though Alexander was no fur- P. 239, n. 2. 

ther a Party as to the Doctrine than the other Biſhops (no more was Leo at 

the Council of Chalcedon, or Cyril at Epheſus, though thoſe are the three 

you inſtance. in bgfore) yet he ſate not as, Prefidgnt of the Council, but 

the Emperour had the chief Inſpectign for the iet management of "ith 

and for the Conciliar Actions Hof s Preſident MWould the Pope have 

been contented with ſuch a Council in his Caſe, "wherein: the Emperor 

ſhould have fate in chief, and ſome other Perſon beſides the Pope to have 

prefided 2 If not, never go about to parallel theſe two Count ils with eaci 

other. Again, in the Council of Nice, all the» Biſhops came free, with- © 

out any Pre-engagement to maintain the. Party of Alexander; but 

the Biſhops at Trent wete all ſworn to defend the Papal Intereſt. At 

Nice, the Biſbops themſelves debated the matters in Controverſie; at 

Trent, the Divines diſpute, the Biſhops in their Fortnalities give their Pla- 

cet. Ar Nice, every one was ſteely heard, none died for Grief of Checks 

being given them for their roo free ſpeaking; agthere did at Trent. And 

theſe, I hope, ſhew, there was much greater Reaſon for the Proteſtants 

to except againſt the Council of Trent, than for the Arrians againſt the 

Council of Nice. And yet, beſides all theſe Grounds of Diſparity, thoſe 

two remain good ſtill, which his Lordſhip inſtanceth in, viz. That the 

Council of Nice proceeded wholly by the Scripture, and that the Sentence of it p. 116. 

hath been univerſally received by the Church, both before and after it ; nei- * 

ther of which can be ſaid of the Council of Trent. But to theſe two you 

offer ſomething by way of Anſwer. , To the firſt, That both theſe Coun- _ 

cils had the Scripture for their Rule, but not their only Rule; for, you ſay, P. 235. _ 

Theodoret expreſly ſays, that in condemning the Arrian W Fe e 
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Council of Nice grounded it ſelf upon Tradition. But Theodowift ſays no ſuch 
thing; only out of an*Epiſtle of Athanaſius, he ſays, When the Arrian; 
objelled that they uſed Mords not contained in Scripture, they gave them thi, 
* Anſwer, that ſo did they too; but the Words which: they uſed; were ſuch a, 
their Fathers had uſed before them; and, Do you call this che grounding 
the Condemgation of them upon Tradition 2 Yer, to do you right, I mut; 
dus pes b her you took this upon truſt, withourKearching I heodoret; 
or, if you did, you looked no further than Chriſtophorſons Tranſlation, Which 
in thitgs concerning che Papal Controverſies, doth notoriouſſy trip (to ay 

bo worſe of it, as it were eaſie to manifeſt from ſeveral Examples) but we 
| need no more than this at preſents For whereas the Words in Greek run thus 
EE dygdowy ye dorfionylis; (4 Yet e BY” 5 8 7? fir . in uk mY ainey} 2 
* ce g tvorfdds rrovutroy nity πνττEν,jn; Which Sirmondus faith. 
fully renders, Nam cum ipſi ex verbis non ſeriptis impietatem ſuam adſtruxe. 
ri (nuſquam enim ſcriptum reperias Ex non extantibus ; aut, Erat quando 
von erat j accuſant qu per voces non ſcriptas, pie tamen excogitatas, con. 
dſeemnati ſint, i.e. Though the 4rrians made uſe of unwritten Words them- 
ſclyes ; yet they accuſed their Adverſaries for condemning them by un- 
written Werds; meaning the d % But Chriſtophorſon tranflates amnay?), 
afferunt and there ends the Sentenee, and then makes a new Sentence. 

» Quapropter ex non-ſcriptis vocibus,. pit tamen excogitatis, condemnati ſunt. 

By this we ſee, What neceſſity there is of ſcarching your Citations in 
Antiquity, which you deliver with ſo much Confidence, as though none 

had eyer looked into the Fathers but your ſelves. But J find you ſo 

often tripping your Quotat ions, that where Bellarmine hath been abuſe.1 

by the Lali luterpreter, you very ſecurely follow him in it; as in 
another place mentioned in this Chapter, where Chriſtophorſon renders 

% 761 mgun x4ppudro, manclato literarum, which Rellarmine confidently cites, 

as importing Damaſus his Power to ſummon the Council of Conſtantinople, 

« than which nothing can be further from the meaning of thoſe Words. 
Thus you ſee, how vain your Attempt is, of proving that the Council of 
Nice grounded her Definition on *Zratrtion,” as the Council of Trent did, 
which is directly contrary to the Advice of Conſtantine, and the Proceed. 

ing of the Countil, as his Lordſhip4truly told you. To the ſecond con- 
cerning the n of the Church, you anſwer, That the like conſent of 
the (hurch both is, and was, when, Proteſtants irſt began. But, Will this 
reach to a Parity, if it were granted? For his Lordſhip ſpeaks of the (on- 

ſent of the Church in all Ages, from the Primitive and Apoſtolical Times. 
I pray, prove your Maſs, Invocatibn of Saints, Worſbip of Images, Purga- 
tory, Sc. by ſuch a Conſent as this, and then you may ſay, There is no ſuch 
Diſparity between them: As to what you further add of the Council of Nice, 
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will find it, Tam ſure Conſtantin is far from ſaying ſo in his Epiſtle per- 
{wading to Union as to that matter. Cannot the Council of Nice appoint 
Time to celebrate Eaſter? Or determine, that thoſe who come from He- 
retiets, ſhallnot be rebaptixed, but they muſt preſently condemn all who 
do otherwiſe, for Hereticts? But you muſt be — $96 6 ; you are proving a 
Parity between the Council of Nice and Trent, and you know you could not 
do that ſufficiently, unleſs they condemned all Diſſenters in any Punctilio, 
for Hereticts. 9 0 

9. 14. His Lordſhip further proves, That Trent could be no indifferent Council 

P.218. to the Church, the Pope having made himſelf a ſtrong Party in it; becauſe there 
were more Italian Biſhops there, than of all Chriſtendom beſides + yea more 


than 


A 
: 
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condemning the Quartodecimani for Heretitts, I know not where you 
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than double. -- For where the Number of Prelates is expreſſed that had Suf- 


frage and Vote in that Council, the Italians are ſet down to be a hundred 


eighty ſeven, and all the reſt make but eighty three, ſo that there were more 
Italian Biſhops by a hundred and four, than” of all the reſt of Chriſtendom ; 

ſure (faith he) the Pope did not mean to be over reached in this Council. 
And whatſoever became of his Infallibility otherwiſe, he might this way be 

ſure to be Infallible in whatſoever he would have determined. And this with- | 
out all doubt is all the Infallibility he hath. « To this you anſwer, That the p. 236. 
Pope's making, a Party, is diſproved by the very Argument he brings to aſſert 

it, Viz. the Multitude of Italian Prelates ? for, Who knows not, that the Ita- 

lians are more divided in point of Intereſt and Dependence, than in any other 

Nation of Chriſtendom, by Reaſon of the many Soveraign Principalities and 

States, into which Italy is divided? Bur, What is this to the -purpoſe, 

unleſs you could prove that the Italian Prelates were ſo divided in point 

of Intereſt and Dependence ? Since therefore they have all their Depen- 

dence on the Pope, and not on thoſe .Principalities in which they live; 

this Evaſion, though very flight, is yet the beſt your Cauſe would bear. 

And the greater you ſay, the Number of Biſhopricks is in Italy, the more 

Friends, I hope, the Pope muſt make by diſpoſing them ; and, Could 

they do the Pope better Servite, than to help him in this grand Buſineſs 

at Trent, whercin they ſought to outvy each other by promoting the 

Pope's Intereſt > But not only the Proteſtants complained of this, but 

the Emperor and other Princes, and all impartial Men in Germany, 

France? nay, and in ſome Parts of Italy too. But here his Lordſhip 
encounters an Objection of Bellarmine, viz. that in the Council of Nice P. #20. 
there were as few Biſhops of the Weſt preſent, as were of the Eaſt at Trent, 
and manifeſtly ſhews the great Diſparity between the two Councils. 
1. Becauſe it is not a meer Diſparity in Number which he inſiſts on, but with 
it the Pope's Carriage, to be ſure of a major part ; but neither the Greek 
Church in general, nor any Patriarch of the Eaſt, had any private Intereſt to 
look to, in the Council at Nice. 2. It was not ſo mach a Diſparity between 
the Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops, but that theregwere ſo many more Italians 
and Biſhops obnoxious to the Pope's Power, f all Germany, France, 
Spain, and . other Parts of the Weſt beſides. 3. Even in the (ompariſon 
of thoſe two Councils, as to Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops, there is this remark- 
able difference, that Pope Sylveſter with 275. Biſhops confirmed the ( ouncil 
at Nice, but the Council at Trent was never confirmed by any Council of 
Eaſtern Biſhops. To the two firſt of theſe you Anſwer with your beſt 
Property, Silence. Only you would fain perſwade ſome filly People (if 
there be any ſo weak in the World that enquire into ſuch Things) That 
the Pope had no private Intereſt at Trent, but what was common to him with 
other Biſhops. You ſhould have done well to have commended the Ex- 
cellency of an implicite Faith, before you had uttered a thing ſo contrary 
to the Senſe of the whole Chriſtian World. To the third you confeſs, 
It is ſome Diſparity, but nothing, to the purpoſe, becauſe if the Pope himſelf 
bad ratified them, the Council would have had as much Authority as by that ac- 
ceſſory Aſſembly.. The more to blame was the Pope a great deal, for put- 
ting ſo many Biſhops to ſo needleſs a Trouble. Bur you ſay further, 
This Council was not held juſt at the ſame time. But Binius tells you, it Tom. 1. Conc, 
was held aſſoon as might be, after the Notice of what was done at Nice; “ 449. 
ſhew us the like of the Eaſtern Biſhops at any time, and we will not 
quarrel with you, becauſe it was not at the ſame time: Though theſe 
Anſwers may paſs for want of better, they come not near your _ 
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which is a prodigious one, the Senſe of it being, That the Doctrine of 


Faith defined by the Council of Trent was mere univerſally received in the 
Church, than that of the Council of Nice. For that of Trent, you ſay, was 
univerſally received by the whole Catholick Church, and hath been more con- 
ſtantly held ever fince ; whereas many Provinces, either in whole or in part 
deſerted the Faith defined at Nice, and embraced the Arrian Hereſſe. Ic 
{cems then, the twelve good Articles of Trent have been more generally 


received by the Catholick Church, than the eternal Exiſtence of the Son of 


God; and conſequently, that you are more bound to believe the Do- 
ctrine of Purgatory, or Tranſubſtantiation, than that the, Son is of the ſame 
Subſtance with the Father: For your Grounds of Faith being reſolved in. 
to the Churches Infallibility, you cannot believe that which hath been ſo 
much queſtioned in the Church, ſo firmly as that which hath been univer. 
ſally believed and conſtantly held. But the univerſal Reception of the 
Doctrine of the Council of Trent by the whole Catholick Church, is ſo into- 
lerable a Falſhood, that you would ſcarce have vented it, unleſs it were 
your deſign to write for the Whetſtone. 3 

To 4. Cs Objection, That neither French, nor Spaniſh, nor Schiſinatical 
Greef did agree with the Proteſtants in thoſe Points which were defined ly 
the Council, his Lordſhip anſwers, 7hat there can be no certainty, who di 
agree, and who not, (or who might have agreed before the Council ended) 
becauſe they were not admitted to a fair and free Hiſpute. And it may le 
too ſome Decrees would have been more favourable to them, had not the 
care of the Pope's Intereſt made them ſowrer. Here you complain, of his 
Lordſhip's falling again to his Surmiſes, of the Biſhops being over-awed by 
the rope's Authority in the Council; which you call an empty and injuri- 
ous Suſpicion, an unworthy Accuſation, and arguing the want of Chriſtian Cha- 
rity. But uſually when you ſtorm the moſt, you arc the moſt guilty, 
For-if you call this an empty Suſpicion, &c. you charge many more 
with it beſides his Lordſhip, and thoſe, the greateſt of your own Com- 
munion; what meant elſe, rhe frequent Proteſtations of the French and 
Spaniſh Ambaſſadors, in which they often declared, that as things were 
managed, the Council was not Free? What meant thoſe Words of the 


ug. Council Pxaperor Ferdinand, in his Letters to the Legates and thgg Pope? 7hat 
.. = : . 4 : þ h s 

: the Liberty of the Council was impeached chiefly by three Cauſes : one, le- 

00 


cauſe every thing was firſt conſulted of at Rome : another, becauſe the Le- 
gates had aſſumed to themſelves only the Liberty of propoſing, which ought to 
be common to all: the third, becauſe of the Practices which ſome Prelates in- 
tereſted in the Greatneſs of the Court of Rome did make. The French Am- 
baſſadour, Monſieur .de Lanſac writ to the Xing his Maſter, That the Pope 
was ſo much Maſter of this Council, that his Penſioners whatſoever the En- 
perors or we do remonſtrate to them, will do but what they liſt. Several 
of the like Nature might eaſily be produced, fo that it is not his Lord- 
{hip only is guilty of this want of Charity (as you call it) but all impar- 
tial Perſons, who were moſt acquainted with the Affairs of that Coun- 
il. Whoſe Judgment is certainly much more to be taken than ſuch 
who have {worn to defend it. But you have an excellent Argument 
to prove the Council Free, becauſe the Biſhops of the Council continued in 
the Faith and Doctrine of it as long as they lived. And had they not 
good Reaſon 1o to do, when they were ſworn before-hand to defend the 
Pope, and having ſecured him from danger of Reformation by the Con- 
l, and ſubſcribed the Decrees of it, they were as much bound to de- 
fend their own Acts. And although it is well enough known what Oy 
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Aices were uſed to bring off the French and Spaniſh Biſhops; yet when 
they were brought off, what a Shame would it have been for them to 
have revolted from their own Subſcriptions? But what is this to that Ge- 
neral Freedom which was deſired by the Roman Catholick Princes for Re- 
formation of the Court of Rome, andby Proteſtants both of the Court and 
Church > Was the Council any thing the more free, becauſe that Party which 


met there continued in what they had done? Juſt, as if a patt of a Com- 


mon-Council ſhould ſuffer only ſuch Perſons to come there whom they 
thought fit, and ſuffer nothing to be , debated, but what two or three of 
the leading Men ſhould propound, and yet this be.call'd a free Commox- 
Council, becauſe they who were of it, did after they had done, perſiſt 
in it? And this is all you have to plead for the Freedom of the Council of 
Trent. | | ot. WE. 
Touching the Greek Church, and the Writings of the Patriarch Hiere- 
mias, it is to little purpoſe, to ſay, That they differ from. us in ſeveral 
things, unleſs you could proye, that they did agree with you in all. 
And if (as you ſay) they do condemn Proteſtantiſm, you cannot but 
know they do much more condemn. Popery ; and that in ſome of the 
main Articles of it. And therefore we have Reaſon to believe, that you 
more dread a Free Council, wherein the Greek Churches may be admitted 
to equal Votes with the Latin, than the Proteſtants do the Judgment of 
the Greek Church. For it is ſufficiently known, how much the Greeks 
agree with us in the Oppoſition to the great Points of the Pepe's Supre- 
macy, and the Infallibiliiy of the Church of Rome; how far they are from 
the belief of Purgatory in your Senſe, and ſeveral other things which 
are contained in the Decrees of the Council of Trent: If the Patriarch 
Hieremias did not in all things agree with the Lutheran Divines, doth it 
thence follow, that he would ſubſcribe to the Council of Trent? But 
becauſe you pretend to give us a full Account of the Proceedings, be- 
tween the Patriarch Hiertmias, and the Latheran Divines, we muſt a 


little further enquire into them. You tell us then, That about the end of 


the laſt Century, ſome eminent Proteſtants of the Lutheran Party, endea vou- 
red to feel the Pulſe of the Greek Church, to ſee if they could there find 
any Symptoms of their own Diſeaſe. The Deſign was (you ſay) to cloſe 
with the Greeks, for the better making out the pretended perpetual Succeſſion of 
their Church; which Project they ſo. hotly purſued, though formerly in vain 
attempted, that they would not deſiſt till the Patriarch being ſettled in his 
Throne, they had ſent him the ſum of their reformed Belief, drawn” up ac- 
cording to the Auguſtane Confeſſion. After a long entercourſe of Letters, An- 
ſwers, and replies mutually continued for ſome Tears, and all Arguments uſed 
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at might induce the Patriarch to receive them into his Communion, he could 


not be courted to ſo much as the leaſt ſhew of approving their Doctrine : but did 
in all his Anſwers clearly confirm the Tenets of the Roman Catholick Church, 


which thoſe Lutherans endeavoured to overthrow. In ſo much, that the Pa- 


triarch tired with their Importunity, gave them a Rebuke for their Departure 
from the Doctrine of the Catholick Church, and defired them not to trouble 
him any more with their Writings. A very formal Story! One would ex- 
pet the next News ſhould have been, that the Patriarch had come to 
kiſs his ZZolimeſs's Feet, or at leaſt ſubſcribed to the Council of Trent, But 
all your Stories out of the Eaſt have not ſo much Truth as Formality in 


them: witneſs one for all, that ſolemn Legation from Gabriel Patriarch of 


Alexandria, to Pope Clement 8, wherein an Acknowledgment was made 


of the Pope's Supremacy as Head of the Church; upon which, ſuch Joy was 
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from Spondanus, and he out 1 e Writings of thoſe Proteſtants themſelves; 


conceived at Rome, that Baranius unmeaſurably triumphs upon it, an 
ſays, it tends as much to the Joy of Catbolicts, as to the Confuſy, 
of Hereticks ; and therefore hath very ſolemnly publiſhed the Legs 
tion it {elf at the end of the fixth Tome of his Annals; but upon; 
further Examination of it, it was all found to be a meer Fiction and Im. 
poſture of one Barton, as both Thuanus and Thomas 4 Jeſu confeſs. By 
we muſt ſuppoſe no ſuch danger in this Story, for you tell us, Jou hare j 


but I much rather believe by the Circumſtances of your Story, that either 
you, or Spondanus, had it from Socolovius their virulent Adverſary, why 
having clancularly procured a Copy of the Patriarch's Anſwer, he pub. 
liſhes it in Latin with the Title of Cenſara Orientalis Ecclefie, and gives 
much the ſame actount as you do here. In which there are two gray 
Miſtakes, firſt, .as to the Defign, which you ſay, was to be admitted inn 
Communion with the Greek Church: The ſecond, as to the Event, which 
you ſay was, That the Patriarch did not ſhew the leaſt Approbation of 
their Doctrine, but did in all his Anſwers confirm the Tenets of the Romas 
Catholick Church. Both which, how notoriouſly falſe they are, will pre. 
ſently appear by a full Account of the Circumſtances of this Affair. We 
muſt know then, that rhe News of the Lutherans appearing in German 
againſt the Pope being ſpread at Conſtantinople, great enquiry was made 
what their Doctrine was, and they were repreſented (by whoſe Arts one 
may eaſily gueſs) as Men holding ſtrange Opinions, deny ing the Divinih 
of Chriſt, &c. as appears by a Letter lately publiſhed of a Divine abou: 
that time reſident in Conſtantinople; and withal, that they were defamed 
generally as Perſons of #o Religion at all, and of wickedand flagitious Lives; 
upon this, thoſe German Divines ſend by rs why Gerlachius, Chaplain to 
the Emperor's Embaſſador, a Greek Copy of the Auguſtane Confeſſion, Marti- 
nus Cruſius having before ſent a Letter only of Reſpect to the Fatriarch Hie- 
remias ; who by the means of Cantacuzenus* was made Patriarch in the 
room of Metrophanes, who was then depoſed. Gerlachius, as appears by 
a Letter of his dated May 2 4. A. 157 f. carries the Copy of the Auzuſtare 
Confeſſion to the Patriarch, who then had his Council about him, which 
with great Joy and Delight, he ſaith, he read in the Preſence of them, and 
delivered it to be read to the Prieſis and Calogeri; but five Points he ſe- 
lected out of it to be further diſcuſſed, and when afterwards he waited 
on the Patriarch to know his Judgment concerning it, Johannes Zygoma- 
las, who was then the Rhetor Patriarchicus, a kind of Chancellor to him, 
told him, that having read it wimaſl all over, they approved almoſt all, 
except that about Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from the Son, and unleavened 
Bread; but he particularly deſired the Patriarch to return an Anſwer to 
the Divines, who ſent it with his Judgment upon it; and having ſpoken 
withthe Metropolitan of Nice and others, they ſeemed very much pleaſed 
with that Gonfeſſion. With the Patriarch's Letter Johannes Zygomalas 
writes to Martin Cruſius, and therein tells him, that though in all things 
the Patriarch did not aſſent to them; yet it might be evident to al! 
ws dis TEST YES? N CVvermxwTteOs Ts mw; vupaViuer, that they aid agree in the 
moſt important Articles of Chriſtian Faith ; and that in other things they might 
eafily agree, if they left the new and ſtrange Cuſtoms, and adhered to the Cat lo- 
lick Church with them, and there was the greater hopes of it #71 op5* 
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the Biſhop of old Rome, or the Church which joins with him, but both oppoſe the 
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evil Cuſtoms and Abuſes which come by him which bears the ſame Date with 


the Patriarchs firſt Anſwer to the Tubing Divines, May 15. 1576. And the 
Patriarch in his Letter heartily wiſhes an Union and Conjuntion between them. 
From hence we may eaſily gather, how true both thoſe Things were, vix. 
That the intent of their Writing was, to be admitted into the Communion of the 
Greek Church, and that the Patriarch did not in the leaſt approve their Do- 
Arine, but confirmed the Tenets of the Roman Catholick Church. But we 
muſt look further into the Writings themſelves, to ſee how far they agreed, 
and wherein they differed. It appears then, that the Patriarch did profeſs 
his Conſent with them in theſe Things, beſides the Articles of the Creeu, 


to be abſolutely forbidden the Clergy, though their Cuſtom is, that they muſt 
be married before they take Orders ; beſides the grand Articles of the 
Pope's Supremacy, and the Roman Churches, Infallibility; Doth he that joyns 
with them in theſe Things not in the leaſt approve their Doctrine, but con- 
firm the Jenes of the Roman Carholick Church? But withal, it mult be 
confeſſed, that beſides that common Article of the Proceſſion of the Spirit, 
wherein he diſputes moſt earneſtly ; there are five others, in which they 
diſſented from each other, about Free-will, Juſtification by Faith, the Num- 
ter of Sacraments, Invocation of Saints, and Monaſtick Life, and about theſe 
the remaining Diſputes were. In ſome of which it is eaſie to diſcern how 
far the right State of the Queſtion was from being © apprehended, which 
the Lutheran Divines perceiving ſent him a larger and fuller Explication 
of their Mind in a Body of Divinity in Greek ; but the Patrzarchs troubles 
coming on, Cantacuzenyg, depoſing him too, and other Buſinefles raking 
him oft upon his Reſtoration, he breaks off the Conference between them. 
But although he differed from them in theſe Things, yet he was far enough 
from rebuking them for departing from the Roman Church, although he 
was deſirous they ſhould haye joined with them in the Approbation of 
ſuch Things as were in aſe among themſelves. And in thoſe Things in which 
he ſeems to plead for ſome Practices in 2e in the Roman Church, yet there 
are many. conſiderable Circumſtances about them, wherein they differ 
from the Churchof Rome, as hath been manifeſted by many others. As in 
the Article of Invocation of Saints, the Patriarch ſaith, They do not properly 
Invocate Saints but God, for neither Peter nor Paul do hear us, upon which 
ground it is impoſſible to maintain the Romiſ Doctrine of. Invocation of 
Saints. And in moſt of the other, the main Difference lies in the want of 
a true State of the Queſtions between, them. Bur is this any ſuch great 
matter of Admiration, that the Parr eb upon the fitſt Sight of their Con- 


feſſon ſhould declare his diſſent from them in theſe things? It is well 


enough known, how much Barbariſm had crept into the Greek Church 
after their being ſubdued by the Turks, the means of Iuſtruction being taken 
from them, agg it being very rare at that time to have any Sermons at all, 
inſo much, that one of their Calogeri being more learned than the reſt, and 
preaching there in Lent, was thereby under great Suſpicion, and at laſt 
was by the Patriarch himſelf ſent out of the way. It is therefore more to 
be wondered they ſhould preſerve ſo much of the Doctrine of Faith entire 
as they have done, than that any corrupt Practices ſhould prevail amongſt 


them. The moſt then, which you can make of the Judgment of the Fa- 


triarch Fieremias, is, that in ſome things he was oppoſite to the Proteſtants, 
as in others to the Church of Rome. But what would you have ſaid, if any 
Patriarch of Conſtantinople had declared his Conſent ſo fully with the Church 
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of Rome, as the Patriarch Cyril did afterwards with the Proteſtants? who 
on that account ſuffered ſo much by the Practices of the Feſuizs, of whom 
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Epi. Remo. he complains in his Epiſtle to Utenbogard. And although a Faction was 


P. 41 2. 


raiſed againſt him by Part henius who ſucceeded him, yet another Parthe. 
#ius ſucceeding him ſtood up in Vindication of him. Since therefore ſuch 
different Opinions have been among them about the preſent Controverſies 
of the Chriſtian World, and there being no declared Confeſſion of their 
Faith which is owned by the whole Greek Church, as to tlieſe things; there 
can be no confident pronouncing what their Judgment is, as to all our Dif. 
ferences, till they have further declared themſelves. 4 | | { 
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Of the Infallibility of General Councils. 


How far this tends to the ending Controverſies. Two diſtin Queſtions cn. 


cerning the infallibility, and Authority of General Councils. I he fn 
entred upon, with the State of the Queſtion. That there can be no certain- 
ty of Faith that General Councils arc infallible ;, nor that the particular De- 
crees of any of them are ſo : which are largely proved. Pighius his Arguments 
againſt the Divine Inſtitution of General Councils. The Places of Scripture 
conſidered, which are brought for the Churches Tufallibility, and that theſe 
cannot prove that General Councils are ſa; Matth. 18. 20. Acts 15. 28. 
particularly anſwered. The Senſe of the Fathers in their high Expreſſions of 
the decrees of Councils. No conſent of the Church as to y nfallibility. 
7 he place of St. Auſtin about the Amendment of former General C Lib 
latter, at large vindicated. No other places in St. Auſtin prove them in- 
fallible, but many to the contrary General Councils cannot be infallible in the 
Concluſion, if not in the uſe of the Means. No ſuch Infallibility, without 
as immediate a Revelation as the Prophets and Apoſtles had : taking Infal- 
libility not for an abſolute unerring Power, but ſuch as comes by a Promiſe of 
Divine Aſſiſtance preſerving from Error. No Obligation to internal Aſſent, 
but from immediate Divine Authority. "Of the Conſiſtency of Faith and 
Reaſon in thinzs propounded to be believed. The ſuitableneſs of the contrary 
Doctrine to the Romaniſts Principles. & 4 


ought to value any Church for, there were none comparable to the 
Church of Rome. For there can be nothing imagined amils in the 


9. 1 | high Pretences and large Promiſes were the only things, which we 


Chriſtian World, but, if we believe the Bills her Factors ſet up, 


ſhe hath an Hfallible Cure for it. If any enquire into the Grounds 
of Religion, they tell us, That her Teſtimony only can give them 
Infallible Certainty ; if any are afraid of miſtaking in Opinions, they 
have the only 7nfallible Judge of Controverſies to go to; if any complain 
of the Rents and Diviſions of the Chriſtian World, they have * 
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le Councils either to prevent or heal them. Who then would not run into 


the bofom of ſuch a Church as this, with whom there is nothing but what is 


Infallible > Who but Scepticks, Hereticts, and Schiſmaticks would keep out 
of her Communion ? Fot what is there, Men can deſire more in a Charch than 
ſhe hath, where every thing is ſo Infallible 2 Faithis Infallible, 7 radition In- 
falliþle, the Church alli, the Pope Infallible, General Councils Infallible, 
and what not? But who are there that more cheat and deceive the World, than 
thoſe Mountebanks, who pretend to the moſt Infalliblle Cures > For, what is 
wanting in Truth and Reality myſt be helped out with the greater Confidence; 
and ſo we ſhall find it to be in theſe Infallible Pretenders, who fall ſhort in no- 
thing more than where they lay the higheſt Claim ro Infallibility. Thus we 
have already manifeſted,” that none have more weakened Faith, than ſuch 
who have given out, that they only could make it Infallzzly certain, none 
have brought more Errors than that Church which arrogates to her {elf, 
that ſheis Infalluble; it now remains, that we diſcover that nothing is fur- 
ther from promoting the Churches Peace, than this preſent Pretence of the 
'nfallibility of General Councils. For the ending of Controverſies was the oc- 
cCaſion of this Diſpute; but this Diſpute it ſelf hath cauſed more. And will 
do ſo, as long as Men deſire to fee Reaſon for what they do. For it cannot 
be expected, that Men ſhould, yield their Judgments up to the Decrees of 
every ſuch Combination of Men as ſhall call ir ſelf a General Council, unleſs 
it be evidently proved, that it is impoſſible they ſhould err in thoſe Decrees. 
Where there be no other ways found out for the ending ſome great Con- 
troverſies of the Church, but by a free and General Council, all wife Men will 
value the Churches Peace ſo far as not to oppoſe the Determinations of it; 
it being the higheſt Court of Appeal which the Church hath. But there is a 
great deal of Difference bepween a Submiſſion for Peace ſake, in thoſe Things 
which are not contrary to the Fundamentals of Faith, and the aſſent of the 
Mind to all the Decrees of ſuch a Council as in themſelves nfallible. For, 
ſuppoſing them ſubje& to Error, yet if that Error. be not ſuch as doth 
over-· weigh the Peace of the Church, the Authority of it may be ſo great as 
to bind Men to a Submiſſion to them. But where they challenge an inter- 
nal Aſſent by vertue of ſuch Decrees,there muſt be firſt proved an pbility 
of erring in them, before any can look on themſelves as obliged to give it. 
And while Men contend about this, that which was mainly aimed at, is loſt 
by theſe Contentions, which is the Cuity and Peace of the Church. For it 
is a moſt fond and unreaſonable thing, to ſuppoſe, there may not be as 
great Diviſions in the World, about the ways to end Controverfies as any 
other. Nay it is apparent, that the greateſt Controverſies this Day in the 
Chriſtian World are upon this Subject. It is not therefore any high chal- 
lenge of Infallibility in any Perſon or Council which muſt put an end to Con- 
troverſies; for nothing but Truth and Reaſon can ever do it, and the more 


Men pretend to unreaſonable Ways of deciding them, inſtead of ending one 


they beget many. For the higher the Pretences are, the more all wiſe Men 
are apt to ſuſpect them, and to require the more clear and pregnant Evi- 
dence for what they ſay; and if they fail in that, they have Reaſon to que- 


ſtion their ntegrity much more than if they had contented themſelves with 


more moderate Claims. For it is not ſaying Councils are Infallible, will 
make Men yield the ſooner to their Determinations, unleſs you firſt con- 
vince their Reaſon by proving that they are ſo. But if you aim at nothing 
but the Churches Peace, you might ſave your ſelves this labour; perſwade Men 
to be meek and humble, ſober and rational, and I dare promiſe you the Church 
ſhall be more at quiet, than if you could prove all the Councils in the World 
0 0 to 
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to be Infallille. For, will that ever put a ſtop to the contentious Spirits 
of Men: Will that alter their Tempers, or make them delight in thoſe 
things which are contrary to them? No, you only offer to apply that 
+ hyfick to the Forcheads of Men which ſhould be taten inwards ; if you 
would endeavour to promote true Pzjety and a Chriſtian Spirit in the World, 
that would tend more to the Church's Peace than all your Conteſts about 
the Infallibility of general Councils. But ſince you are reſolved to contend, 
the Nature of my Task requires me to follow you, which 1 ſhall more 
cheerfully do, becauſe, in Pretence at leaſt, it is for Peace ſake. | 
This is then the firſt of thoſe particular Controverſies which this laſt part 
is deſigned for the handling of, and which in rhe Conſequence of it, brings 
in many of thoſe particular Errors, which we charge your Church with, 
In handling of which, I muſt (as I have hitherto done) confine my ſelf to 
thoſe Lines you have drawn for me to direct my Courle by. Only in this firſt, 
to prevent that Confuſion and Tediouſneſs which your Diſcourſe is ſubject 
to, I find it neceſſary to alter the Method ſomewhat. For there being two di- 


ſtinct Queſtions treated of, viz. Whether general Councils be Infallible > And 


ſuppoſing them not Infallible, How far they are to be ſubmitted to? You 
have intermixed theſe two ſo together, that it will eaſily puzzle the Reader 
to ſec which of them it is you diſcourle of. And although J muſt confels 
his Lordſhip hath gone before you in it, as his occaſion of entring into it 
required, yet now the Points coming to be more fully examined, ir will be 
the moſt natural and eaſie Method to handle them apart, and to begin firſt 
with that of Iufallibility; for the other ſuppoſing the denial of it, ir ought 
to follow the Reatons which are given for that Denial. But although I thus 
tranſpoſe your Method, Taflure you it is not with an Intention to skip over 
any thing material, but J ſhall readily reſume the Debate of it in its proper 
Place. In your Entrance into this Diſpute, you give us very little hopes 
of any great Advantage is like to come by it, becauſe, upon your Principles, 


it is impoſſible we ſhould agree about the Requiſites to a general Council; 


for his Lordſhip wiſhing that a lawful general Council were called to end 
Controverſies, you preſently ſay, 4 pure one to be ſure, if according to his 


Wiſh. Yes, too pure a great deal for you, to be willing to be tryed by. 


And when hisLordſhip profeſſes, That any general Council ſhall ſatisfie him, 
that is lawfully called, continued, and ended according to the ſamè courſe, and 
under the ſame Conditions, with general Councils obſerved in the Primitive 
Church You fay, It is too general to be Ingenuous; you mean, ſuch a Council 
would be too general for your Purpoſe; for, you are reſolved in your fol- 


lowing Words, zo? to yield to ſuch a Council wherein all excommunicate Bi- 


ſhips, Hereticks aud Schiſmaticks are not excluded; which is, in ſhort, to tell 
us, You are reſolved to account none general Councils, but ſuch as are wholly 
of your own Party, in which the Pope ſhall ſit as Fudge, Who are admitted, 
and Who not; though this be as contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, as it is to the 
practice of the Primitive Church, in thoſe Councils which were then called. 


In which I have already proved, that the Pope did not fit as Preſſdent. 


And, as long as you hold to ſuch unreaſonable Conditions, it evidently ap- 
pears, That your Diſcourſes of general Councils, are meerly deluſory ; and, 
to uſe your own Words, Such a general Council as you would have, is 4 
meer nothing (as to a General and Free Council), an empty Name to amuſe 
filly People with ; for, you require ſuch Conditions in order to it, as are de- 
ſtructive both to the Freedom, and Being of a general Council. If there- 
fore it be true, which you ſay, That morally ſpeaking ſuch a general Council, 


as Proteſtants would have, is impoſſible to be had; it is much more true, _ 
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have laid together, the better to diſcern the State of the Queſtion. Ihe 
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ſuch a general Council as you would have, it is moſt unreaſonable we 

ſhould jubmit ro. For as long as you condemn all other Biſbops, but P. 274. 

thoſe of your own Church for Out-laws, and Deſerters of the Catholick Church ; 

and give no other reaſon for it, but becauſe you ſay ſo; we thereby ſee, How 

abſolutely averſe you are fromany Free Council, and that without any ſhew ' 

of juſtice, you condemn all others but your ſelves, without ſuffering them to | ] 
lead for themſelves in an indifferent Council, where both Parties may be | 

cqually heard. But it was witely {aid of Hope Clement VII. that general Coun- 

cils are very dangerous, when the Pope's Authority is called in Queſtion ; and this 

you know well enough; for, if a Free Council were held, the Pope himſelf 

might be found with his Party to be the greateſt Out. laws and Deſerters of the 

truly Catholic Church. But in ſuch pack d Coancils, where the Pope ſits as 

Preſident, and orders all by his Legateg, I ſhall deſire you once more to rumi- 

nate over your own Words; What Rebel would ever be found criminal if he 

might be allowed to be his, own Judge > But of ſuch a kind of Council as you 

would ha ve have ſpoken ſufficiently in the precedent Chapter. That which 

we are now upon, is not the Hypotheſis, but the Theſis, in which we are to 

enquire, Whether ſuch a General Council as you ſuppoſe, be Iufallible or no > His 

Lordſhip maintains the Negative, and you the Afﬀfirmatiyg. . Your Opinion 

then is, That the Decrees of a general Council confirmed by the Popc, are Infalli- 

Ile, and that the holding of this, isa piece of Catholick Faith; and that it ſe- 

cures all the Members of the Church, from erring in any matter of Faith. For 

you ſay, It is not de fide, that the Pope without a Councit is Infallible ; but, © 

that Pope and Council together are Infallible, vou all along above aſſert to be 

ſo; and that the Decrees,of general Councils fall nothing ſhort in point 0 

certainty of the Scripture it ſelf ; and that. the cantrary Opinion does actually 

expoſe and abandon all the adherents to it, to an unevitable Wavering and Un. 

certainty in Faith. Theſe are your own Words; in ſeveral Places which T * 


1 


* 


n 


main thing then whereon the uſe of general Cuuncils depends being, that 
this muſt be believed to be de fide, in order to the Certainty of Mens Faith, 5 
and Prevention of Errors; that I may the better ſhew, how inſignificantall _ 
this Pretext of the Infallibility of general Councils, is, I ſhall firſt prove 
from your own Principles, that this cannot be "a fide, and then examine 
the Grounds you inſiſt on for the Proof of. their Infallibilixg. 

I begin with the Firſt, which will ſufficiently demonſtrare, to how little 9. 3. 
Purpoſe you talk of this Zufallibilzty of Councils, for preventing uncertainty / 
of Faith, when you cannot have any certainty of Faith at all as to that Prin- . 
ciple which muſt prevent it. For, ſuppoſing that really general Councils 
are Infallible; if you cannot give me any reaſons 7 believe that they are 
ſo, their Decrees can have no Power over my Underſtanding, to oblige me 
to aſſent to them. And ſince you ſay; this Principle muſt be held de fide, * 
if there be no Foundation at all for ſuch an Aſſent of Faith to it, I muſt needs 
be uncertain, whatever the Decreès of thole Councils be upon yout own \- 
Principles. If you require an aſſentto the Decrees of Councils ag Infallible, 
there muſt be an antecedent Aſſent to this Propoſition, That whatſoever Coun- + 
cils decree, is Infallible : As I cannot aſſent to any thing as Infallible, which 
is contained in Scripture, unleſs I firſt aſſent to this, That the Scripturè it ſelf 
is Infallible. If T therefore proye from your own Principles, that none can 
have an aſſent of Faith to this Propoſition, That whatever general Councils de- 
cree, is Infallible, then all your Diſcourſe comes to nothing, and men can have 
no more certainty by their Decrees, than if they were not Infallible. And 
this I ſhall prove by theſe things; 1. That you can have no certainty K 

* | (I mu 
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(I muſt uſe your own Terms) That the Decrees of general Councils th the 
general are Infallible. 2. That you can have no ſuch certainty as to the De. 
crees of any general Council in particular. | | 

I. That you cannot in the general have any certainty of Faith as to the Intal- 
liability of general Councils. For, 1. What Infallible Teſtimony have you 
for this, wichout which, you ſay, No certainty of Faith is to be had? It is 
not enough for you to ſay, That the Teſtimgnies of Scripture you produce, 
are an Infallible Teſtimony for it: For that were to make the Scripture the 
ſole Judge of this great Controverfie,,,waich you deny to be the ſole Fudge of 
any: And we mult conſider this as a preſent Controverfie, which divides 
the Church, Whether General Councils be Infalliblè or no; In order to the 
ending which Controverſie; we deſire you to aſſign the way to it; for 
you tell us, you have the only Infallible Way, of putting an end to Contro- 
verſes Shew us therefore, which way this muſt be ended in the firſt 


Place? Not by Scripture, for that were to come wholly: over to us; and if 


it may decide this Controverſie, it may as well all others. Who muſt then? 
The Pope. That cannot be, for we ar not bound to believe him Infallible, 
but only with a General Council, as you tell us often. Muſt every one 
judge it by his Regen? No, this is the private Spirit, and would leave all 
to Uncertainties. What then muſt do it? The Pope and Council together? 
But that is it we are enquiring for, Whether we are to believe Pope and 
Council, or no: And then the Reaſon is, we muſt believe them, becauſe 
they ſay ſo. And; Can any thing be more ridiculous, than for you to de- 
ny that the Scriptures ate to be believed for themſelves, and to aſſert, that 
the Pope and Council are to be believed for themſelves > If the Pope and 


Council then ſhould declare their. Decrees Infallible, on what Account are 


we bound to believe them to be ſo 2 You have found out then an excellent 
Way for ending all other Controvetgſſes that are ſo far to ſeek for ending 


this; which you cannot poſſibly do, without arcs ſome of your 


Principles, or an apparent Contradiction. But beſides this, 2. Your very 


manner of aſſerting the Infallibility of General Councils, deſtroys all cer- 


tainty of Faith concerning it. For, you ſay, That Councils are not Infal- 
lille, unleſs they be confirmed by the Pope: Which, to the Apprehenſion 
of any reaſonable man, is, that they are not in and of themſelves Infallible, 


but by virtue of the Pope's Confirmation. And therefore to ſay that Coun- 


cils are Infallible, and then make that Jnfal/;bzlity depend upon the Pope's 


Confirmation, is meerly deluſory: Fot, you may as well ſay, that the 


Pope and Provincial Councils are Infallible. For, Doth the Decree receive 
any Infallibility from the Council, or not? If it doth, then the De- 
cree is Infallible, whether the Pope confirm it or no: If it doth not, then 
the Infallibility is wholly in the Pope: And he may as well make a Pro- 
vincial Council Infallible, as a General. But, ſuppoſe it be ſome Promiſe 
which helps the Pope in a general Council, which doth not in a leſſer. 
(though there be no Reaſon for that, for he is Head of the Church in one 
as well as in the other) yet you cannot have any certainty of Faith, that 
the Council is Infallible. For, you ſay, The Pope's Confirmation is neceſ- 
ſary to make it Infallible; but that the Pope may infallibly confirm the 
Council is no matter of Faith, and therefore the Infallibility of the Council 
can be none. For if the Councils Infallibility depend on the Pope's Confir- 
mation, you can have no greater Certainty of the Councils Infallibility, 
than you have that the Pope will infallibly confirm it: But you can have 
no Certainty of Faith, that the Pope will infallibly confirm the Council; 
therefore neither can you have any of the Councils Infallibility. The 

| Aſſumption 
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A umption depends upon this, that you acknowledge you can have no 7 


certainty of Faith, that the Pope is Infallible, but when he decrees in a 
general Council, i: e. that the Decrees by Pope and Council, are Infallible. Bur 

ou can have no certainty, that the Pope in the Act of confirming them, #5 
Infallible ; for if ſo, you might aſſert it de fide, that the Pope without a 


Council, is Infallible. For his Ac of Confirmation is diſtinct from that In- 


fallibility which lies in the Decrees, which have paſſed both Pope and 
Council. So that if the Infallibility of Councils lies wholly in the Pope's 


Confirmation, and you can have no certainty of Faith of the Pope's Infal- 


libility, you can have no certainty of Faith of the Infallibility of general 
Councils. | | | | 2 
Bur, ſuppoſe we ſhould grant, that you might in general be certain of 
the Infallibility of general Councils, when we come to inſtance in any one 
of them, you can have no certainty of Faith, as to the Infallibility of the 
Decrees of it. For you can have no ſuch Certainty, that this was a Zawfyt 
general Council, that it paſſed ſuch Decrees, that it proceeded lawfully in Ae 


ling them, and that this is the certain Meaning of them; and yet all theſe. 


are neceſſary in order to the believing thoſe Decrees to be Infallible, with 

ſuch a Faith as you call Divine. n =P bo ug 
1. Tou can have no certainty of Faith, that this was a lawful General Coun- 

<1 ; for that depends upon ſuch things which you cannot ſay are de fide,. 


as, that the Biſhops in the Council, are lawful Biſhops, thatthe Pope who con- 


firms them is a lawful Pope; for, by your own Explication afterwards of 
your Doctrine, concerning the Intention of the Prieſt, you lay, it can be but 
a moral certainty, and that, you contend elſewhere, can be no ground for 


a Divine Faith. Beſides, you can have no more certainty, that is a lawful - 


Council, whoſe Decrees you aſſent to, than you have, that thoſe Biſhops 
who are excluded, are Hereticks or Schiſmaticks ; but, Can you be certain 
of that with Divine Faith? and, Whereon is that Faith built? 


2. You can have no ſuch kind of certainty, of what Decrees were paſſed 


by them, and whether thoſe Decrees were at all confirmed by the Pope or 
no 2 For Bellarmine confeſſeth, No other certainty can be had of that, than 
that whereby we believe there were ſuch Perſons as Cicero, or Julius Cæſar; 
and condemns Vega for ſaying, The certainty of it depends upon the definitions 
of the Council it ſelf. No this at the beſt, being but a humane or moral 
certainty, you mult contradict your ſelf, if you ſay, That a Divine Faith 
may be built upon it. Pe » 

. What Certainty can you have, that may be a ground for Faith, that 


the Council hath proceeded lawfully ; for, in Caſe it doth not, your own 


Authors ſay, It may not be Infallible : For ſo Bellarmine anſwers in the 
Caſe of the Council of Chalcedon, Concilium legitimum poſſe errare in his que 


uon legitime agit, that a lawful Council may err, in caſe it doth not proceed De Cincil,1. 2. 


9. + 


lawfully. Now, Who can aſſure one, that there have been no Practices at“ 7. 


all uſed to bring off ſome men to give their Votes with them? It is hard 


to conceive ſuch a Body of men, wherein ſome few do not ſway and go- 


vern all the reſt, and in that Caſe, Can any one ſay, that it was the Spirit 
of God which governed the Council > Eſpecially if one Prefide in the Council, 
who hath Authority and Power above all the reſt, and that others in the 


Council have any dependence on him ; Who can then expect that Freedom 


which is requiſite to a general Council? The Councils of Ariminum and 
Seleucia, are condemned; becauſe, though there were a very great num- 
ber of Biſhops, yet ſome out- witted all rhe* reſt, and, by their Subtilty, 
broughr them to ſubſcribe that Confeſſion of Faith, which Pope Liberias 


. 41 afterwards 
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afterwards confirmed by his own Subſcription. And if ſo great a Council a8 
this, muſt be reprobated on that Account; Why not all others, where there 
are ſuſpicions of the ſame Arts and Subtilties? Nay, How can a man be 
ſure there have not been ſuch Arts uſed in Councils? For it is not to be ex- 
pected, that ſuchthings ſhould be much known to the World, they being 


privately managed with the greateſt Secrecy that may be. And yet it is 


in this caſe neceſſary to know, that the Council proceeded with all Simp!;. 
city and Plainneſs ; for otherwiſe their Determinations may not be Iniallible. 
In order to which nothing is more requiſite than that there be no one, 
which hath any great Authority over them: For if the ſecond Council of 
Epheſus, lawfully ſummoned, and the Pope's Legates being preſent, be there. 
fore rejected, becauſe Dioſcorus the Patriarch of Alexandria did over-rule 
the reſt ; What Aſſurance can we have of any fair Dealing, where the Pope 
himſelf preſides, who hath more Ways both to terrifie and oblige, than evcr 
Diaſcorus could have? Beſides, fer aſide this over-awing by ſome potent 
Perſon, ſuppoſe ſome active and ſubtil Men perceiving how things are 
like to go in a Council, uſe their Wits to bring off ſome men, not of ſo dec 


* reach as others, to their own Party, and it may be by the Acceſton of a ſmall 


number, they over. vote the reſt ; Muſt we preſently ſay, That the Hyrrit 
of God went off with thoſe. few men to the other Party? For the Decrees of 
Councils going by Yotes, and thoſe Yotes by the major part ; Who doth not 
ſce, how eaſie it is (when it ſtands, it may be, upon a few Votes) to fetch 
off a number to the other fide. And I do not know, where the Spirit of 
God hath promiſed, that where three or four men may ſo much alter the 
Decrees of a General Council, thoſe Decrees, if they paſs the major part, 
ſhall be infallille, and as certain as the Scripture. To be ſure then, there 
ought to be great Confidence of the Simplicity of the Councils Proceedings 
where a man muſt aſſent to them as Infallible; and to that end Men muſt 
be aſſured that they came thither without any Prejudice upon their minds; 
that when they were there, they ſought nothing but the Truth and the Ho- 
nour of Chriſt; or elſe, to be ſure, they are not gathered in his Name, and if 
not ſo, they cannot expect he ſhould be in the midſt of them. Now let any 
one who underſtands the World, and humane Nature, ſee if he can perſwade 
himſelf, that a Council can have no Prejudices or By ends upon them, that 
nothing of Intereſt and Reputation, may ſway upon them when they are 
met there, that there ſhall be no Feats or Contentions among them; for if 
there be, let him then ſee, Whether he can believe them to be Tnfallible 2 
If you ſay, In a matter ſo highly concerning the Church, the Spirit of God 
will not ſuffer them to err: You mult firſt — where the Spirit of God 
hath promiſed this; and then, if you could, that thoſe Promiſes do not 
ſuppoſe the Performance of ſome Conditions, which if they neglect, they 
may want the effect of them. In which Caſe, there can be no greater 
Aſſurance of the Spirit's Preſence, than there is of Performance of the 
Conditions, which is the thing I now aim at. Beſides all which, we have 
known, that when it hath been a Matter of as great Concernment to the 
Church, as any of thoſe you can fanſie, great Numbers of Biſhops at Sirmi- 
um, Seleucia, Ariminum, Epheſus, have miſcarried, and decreed that which 

hath been judged Herefie by the Church. 
4+ Suppoſe men could be aſſured of the Proceedings of the Council, yet 
what certainty of Faith can be had of the meaning of thoſe Decrees ? For 
we ſee they are as liable ro. many Interpretations as any other Writings. 
If the Scriptures cannot put an end to Controverſies on that Account, how 
can General Councils do it > When their Decrees are as liable to a Pine 
enſe 
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Senſe and wrong Interpretationas«the Scriptures are: Nay much more, for 
we have many other Places to compare, che help of Original Tongues, and 


the conſent of the Primitive Church to underſtand Seriptures by; when the 


Decrees of Councils are many times purpoſely framed in general terms, and 
with ambiguous Expreſſions to give Satisfaction to ſome diſſenting Parties 
then in che Council. Who knows not, what Diſputes have been raiſed 
about the Senſe of ſome of the Decrees of the Council of Trent? About 
which the ſeveral Parties neither are, nor are like to be, agreed. Nay, 
Who is ſo unacquainted with the Proceedings of that Council, as not to 
underſtand how much care was taken in many of the Decrees to paſs them 
in tuch general Terms, that each Party might find their Senſe in them. How 
fearful were they of Yeclaring themſelves, for fear of diſobliging a parti- 
cular Party 2 And are theſe the Effects of an ufallible Spirit 2 Since we 
know it hath been thus in ſome Councils, Who dares venture his Faith, it 
hath not been ſo in others? Who dare be confident, this or that is the 
meaning of ſuch a Decree, when it may be capable of ſeveral Senſes ? Was it 
a ſign, that Council was Iufallille, thiat was afraid to ſpeak out ima caſe of 
great Conſequence and Neceſſity in the Church? the Council of Trent, I 
mean, in determining, 7 hat due Honour be given to Images, without aſſign- 
ing what that due Honour was, which was the moſt needful of all to be 
done. If the Decrees of Councils were not ambiguous, what mean ſo many 
Diſputes (till about them as are in the World? And when at laſt, you ſay, 
That the Councils are Infallible when the Pope confirms them, you ſay no- 
thing more than if we ſhould ſay, 7hat Councils are Tafallible when Scrip- 
ture confirms them. Nay, you ſay nothing near ſo much; for all are 
agreed, that Scriptures are Fafallitk but many am6ng-your ſelves are far 
from believing, hat the Pope is Infullille. And therefore we are much 
nearer ending Controverſies, in ſaying, Councils confirmed by Scripture are 
Infallible, than you are in laying, Councils confirmed by the Fope are ſo. 
Theſe things being thus in the General premiſed, we come now to the 
particular handling this Controverſie between his Lordſhip and you. And 
for the greater clearneſs of proceeding, he premiſes ſome things by way of 
Conſideration; whereof the firſt is, That all the Power aw Oecumenical 


pu 


Council hath to determine, and all the Aſſiſtance it hath, not toerr in that De- P.228. ſeck. 33. 


termination, is all from the Nuiverſal Body of the Church, whoſe Repreſenta- 
tive it is. For the Government of the Church being not Monarchical, but as 
Chriſt is Head, this Principle is inviolable in Nature; Every body collective, 
that repreſents, receives Power and Privileges, from the Body which is repre- 
ſented, elſe a Repreſentation mizht have force without the thing it repreſents ; 
which cannot be. So, there is no power in the Council, no aſſiſtance to it, but what 
is in and to the Church. But withal his Lordſhip adds, 1 hat the Repreſenta- 
tive Fody cannot be ſo free from Frror as the whole Church, becauſe in all ſuch 
aſſemblies many able and ſufficient Men being left out, they which are preſent 
may miſs or miſapply. that Reaſon and Ground up in which the Determination is 


. principally to reſt. By which means the repreſentative Body may err, whereas © 


the repreſented, by virtue of thoſe Members which ſawiand knew the Ground, 


may hold the Principle inviolated. All the Anſwer which you returnto this, 


is, That his Suppoſition of the Churches not Beins Monarchical, is confuted al- 
ready, (and I lay, whatever you have produced is Anſwered already) und 
that the Power and Aſſiſtance of General Councils dannot poſſibly be communicated 
to them by the Church, but muſt proceed from the ſame Fountain now, it did in 
the Apoſtles time, viz. the direction of the Holy Ghoſt ; this ſpiritual Power 
wot being of humane, but divine Inſtitution ; and not proceeding ſo much ** 
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the Abilities of the Perſons, as from the Co-operation ef the Holy Spirit with 
them. To which I reply, that all this had need be more than thus barely 
aſſerted: it being confeſſed by your ſelves (as his Lordſhip ſhewg )- that a 
General Council is a Repreſentative of the whole Church, you ought to have 
ſhewed us the Divine In/titution of this Repreſentative, and the Promiſes 
made to it under that Notion, or elſe. we may ſtill iay with his Laxdſhip, 
That all the Power and Aſſiſtance it hath, is by virtue. of that Body Which 
it repreſents: »- But I need not in this urge the Arguments of, Prozeftants 


againſt you; for in this, as in moſt other Controverſies, we haye enough 


from thoſe of your own Party to oppoſe againſt theſe Afſirmations of yours. 


cleſ. 1. 6. c. 1. For Albertus Pighias not only aſſerts, but proves, that Toeyeral Councils are 


id 


2. 6. 


not of divine, but humane Inſtitution, ariſing from a Diftate of right Reaſon 
that matters of doubt may Je better debated by many prudent and egperzenced 
Perſons than by a few So that as the ſupream Authority for Adminiſtration 
of Affairs belongs to one, ſoit is moſt agreable to right Reaſon, that Debates 
ſhould be by many. This he proves at large, that nothing but human Reaſon is 
the — of Councils in the Church; for, faith he, In Scripturis Canoni- 
cis nullum de iis verbum eſt; nec ex Apoſtolorum inſt itutione, ſpeciale quicquam 
de illis accepit illa primitiva Chriſti Eccleſia. There is not,a word of them in 
Scripture, neither did the primitive Church receive any particular Order from 


the Apoſtles concerning them which he from thence proves, becauſe in all 


the time of the Primitive Church till the Nicene Council, there is no menti- 
on at all of them. And at that time it did not receive any nem Revelation 
concerning the celebrating General Councils, but the Emperor Conſtantine's 
Zeal for the Peace of the Church was the firſt Cauſe and Original of them. 
From whence he concludes, that they have no ſupernatural or divine In- 
ſtitution, ſed prorſus humanam, but- altogether humane : for they are, ſaith 
he, The Invention of Conſtantine ſometimes uſeful, but not at all neceſſary, 
This Man ſpeaks intelligibly, and not like thoſe who jumble Pope and 
Council together to make ſomething Infallible between them. For he 
ſays, 1t is the better way by far to go immediately to the Apoſtolical See and 
conſult that, as the Infallible Oracle, in all Doubtsof Faith. And very honeſt- 
ly tells us, That he believes Conſtantine was ignorant of that Privilege of 
the Holy See, whemn he firſt inſtituted General Councils. Than which nothing 
could be ſpoken truer. If you have then hing re to ſay for the 
Divine Inſtitution of General Councils, than what you have acquainted us 
with, it would be much more Wiſdom in you to contend with Pzg hius for 
the Pope's _ and let that of General Councils ſhift for it ſelf. 
His Lordſhip's ſecond Conſideration you admit of, viz. That though the 


Ac which is hammered out by many together, muſt needs be perfecter, than that 


P. 230. 


Ibid. 


which is but the Child of one Man's Sufficiency ; 8 this cannor be Infallible, un- 
a 


leſs it be from ſome ſpecial Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt. Therefore omitting 
your very impertinent Addition to this Conſideration, viz. So as to make 
its Decrees Iafallible, (which is the thing in Queſtion): We proceed to 
the third; which is, That the Afiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt is without Error, 
which (ſaith he) is no Queſtion; and as little that a Council hath it. But 


the doubt that troubles, is, whetber all Aſjiſtanceof the Holy Ghoſt be afforded + 


in ſuch a high manner, as to c aiſt all the Definitions of a. Council in Matters 
fablliminte? in the Faith, and in remote Dedluctious from it, to be alike Infal- 
lible. From this laſt Expreſſion you would very Subtilly inter cantrary to 
his Lordſhip's Deſign; That he granted General Councils to be Infallible in 


Dedufions, as well as Fundamentals, but not to be. alite Infallibleg whereas 


it is plain, his Lordſhip means no more by alike Infallible, than, Whether the 
| | Afliſtance 


LYLE MAT, ES 2) 


— 


82 62243 


y 


mw 
A wa 


I, "0 as, tc. _ "ou LE, * „ 8 81 th 8 


cep _ Of he eg of See Cumcils.__ 


*T vw 4 
n 


4. 


==" _ * _ 


Aſſiſtance be a/#e in both to make them fallible. And this you might 
eaſily perceive, but it would have prevented your Cavil about agraduated 
infallibility; which I know none aſſert but your ſelf. This Contideration 
brings on the main of the Battle, in thoſe . Texts of Scripture, which are 


moſt inſiſted on to prove the lfallibility of General Councils, viz. John 


16. 13 ill fend you the Spirit of Truth, and he ſball lead you into all I ruth. 
Joh 14. 16. 7s Spirit ſhall abide with you far ever. Match. 28. 20. Rehold 
Fam with" you to the end of the World. Matth. 16. 18. The founding. of the 
Church upon the Rock againſt which the Gates of Hell ſhall not prevail. Luke 


22.32. Chriſt's Prayer for St. Peter, that his Faith. ſhould not fail. Matth. 


18. 20. Where two or three are gathered together in my Name, I will he in the 
midſt of them. Acts 15.28. It ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt, and to ug. All 
which Places (except the two laſt) have been already examined as far as 
concerns any Promiſe of Zafallibility in the Queſtions concerning the 
Church's and the Pope's lafallibility: and there being no Reaſon at all giyen, 
why any Infallibility at all is*promiſed by them to the Church after the 
Apoſtle's times, it may ſeem wholly needlets to beſtow a particular Conſi- 
deration again upon all of them. For it is evident in thoſe Places, all 
your drift and deſign, is only to prove a Promiſe of Infallibility in the 
Church,” and to the Councils only by virtue of that. But having at large 
before ſhewed, that no.ſuch thing can be inferred from theſe or any other 
Places, that which is built upon it, is wholly taken away too. For the 
only Prerence that you have, why Councils. ſhould be proved hence In- 
fallible, is, becauſe the Church hath Infallibility promiſed by theſe Texts, 
which miſt be very well proved, and much better than you have done, 
either here, or elſewhere, before the other can be deduced from hence. 
And yet ſuppoſing I ſhould grant, chat Zvfalibility was promiled to the 


Church, I ſee no fuch neceſſary Conſequence from thence, that General. 
Councils muſt be Infallible: unleſs you can prove from Scripture, that the 


Infallibility of the Church is meant of the Church repreſentative and not 
diffufrve; which is a new Task which you have not yet undertaken. For 
it is not enough to ſay, That the Body of the Church is bound to believe and 
profeſs the Doctrine taught by the Repreſentative, and thggefore the Repreſen- 
tative muſt be Infallible, unleſs you could firſt prove, Mar there is a neceſ- 


ſity of ſome continued Infallibſe teaching by the Church. Repreſentative : 


which I deſpair of ever ſeeing done. I am fo far therefore from thinking as 
you do, That theſe Texts are ſufficiently clear in themſelves to prove the Infalli- 
bility of General Councils, that I believe a Philoſopher might hear them re- 
peated a hundred times over, without ever imagining any ſuch thing as a Ge- 
neral Council, much leſs concluding thence, that they are Infallible, But 
becauſe you again cavil with another Expreſſion of his Lordſhips, in that 
he ſaith, 7 hat no one of them doth infer, much leſs inforce Infallibility; from 
whence you not infer but eeforcethis Conſequence, that he was, loth to ſay 
all of them together did not; I ſhall therefore give you his Lordſhip's An- 


ſwer from all of them together. Which is likewiſe ſufficient for every one 


of them. And for all the Places together, ſaith he, weigh them with Indif- 
ferency, and either they ſpeak of, the Charch ( including the Apoſtles) as all of 
them do; and then all grant the Voite of the Church is God's Voice Divine and 


Infallible. Or elſe they are general, 3 and appliable to private Aſſem- 
h 


Blies as well as General Councils, whith none grant to be Infallible, but ſome 

mad Hut huſiaſts. Or eiſethey are limited, not fimply to all Truth, but all neceſſary 

to Salvation; in which I ſhall eafily grant a General Council cannot err ſuffering 

it ſelf to be led by this Spirit of Truth in Scripture, and not taking upon i 5 
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lead both the Scipture and the Spirit. For, ſuppoſe theſe; Places or apy other 
aid promiſe Aſſiſtance even to Infallibility, yet they granted it not to every 
General Council, but to the Catholick body of the Church it ſelf, and if it be 
in the whole Church principally, then is it in a General Council but by conſequent, 
as the Council repreſents the whole. And that which belongs to a thing 
conſequent, doth not otherwiſe, nor longer, belong unto it, than it conſents and 
cleaves to that, upon which it is a conſequent. And therefore g General Coun- 
cil hath not this Aſſiſtance, but as it keeps to the whole Church and Spouſe of 
Chriſt, mhoſe it is to hear his Word and determine by it. And therefore if 3 
General Council will go out of the Churches way, it may eafily ge wit hout the 
Churches Truth. Which Words of his, contain ſo full an Anſwer to all 
theſe Places together, that till that be taken off, there is no Neceſſity at all 
to deſcend to the particular Places, eſpecially thoſe which are acknowleg. 
ed by your ſelves to ſpeak primarily of the Churches Infallibility. 

5. 7. Yet for your Satisfaction (more than any intelling ent Readers) I ſhall add 
ſomewhat further, to ſhew the Impertinency of the former Places, and 
then conſider the force of the two laſt, which have not yet been handled. 


I. There can be nothing drawn from Promiſes made to the diffuſrve Body, for 


the benefit of the Repreſentative, unleſs the Maker of thoſe Promiſes did inſti. 
tute that Repreſentation. Therefore, ſuppoſing that Infallibility were by 
theſe Promiſes beſtowed upon the Catholick Church, yet you cannot thence 
infer, that it belongs to a General Council, unleſs you prove that Chriſt did 
appoint a General Council to repreſent the Church, and in that Repreſentati- 
on tobe Infallible. For this Infallibility coming meerly by Promiſe, it be- 
longs only to thoſe to whom the Promiſe is made, and in that Capacity in 
which it is made to it. For, Spiritual Gifts are not bequeathable to Heirs, 
nor can be made over to Aſigus; if the Church be promiſed Infallibiliiy, ſhe 
cannot paſs away the Gift of it to her Aſſizns in a General Council, unleſs 
that Power of Deyolution be contained ih the Original Grant. For ſhe can 
give no more than is/in her Power to beſtow; but this Infallibility being 
out of her diſpoſal,” the utmoſt that can be given to a General Council is a 
power to oblige the Church by the As of it, which falls much ſhort of In- 
fallibility. Beſide, this Repreſentation of the Church by a General Council, 
is a thing not ſo = — from whence it ſhould come, that from a Promiſe 
made to one it mult neceſſarily be underſtood of the other. For, as Pighius 
1 J fays, It cannot be demonſtrated from Theological Grounds, that a General 
eſe 6-6-4 Council which is ſo far from being the whole Church, that it is not a thouſandth 
part of it, ſhould — the whole Church. For either, faith he, it hath this 

from Chriſt or from the Church; but they cannot produce one Tittle from Scrip- 

ture, where Chriſt hath conveyed over the Power and Authority of the whole 

Church to a hundred or two hundred Biſhops. If they ſay, It is from the Church; 

there are two things to be ſhewed, firſt, that it is done; and ſecondly, that it is 

de jure or ought to be fo done. Firſt, it can never be ſhewed, that ſuch a 

thing ever was done by the Univerſal Church; for if it were, it muſt either 

be by ſome formal 4 of the Church or by a tacit conſent. It could not be 

by any formal Act of the Church; For then there muſt be ſome ſuch Act of 

the Univerſal Church, preceding the being of any General Council ; for by 

that Act they receive their Commiſſion to appear in behalf of the Univer- 

ſal Church. And this could not be done in a General Council, becauſe that 

is not pretended to be the whole Church, but only to repreſent it; and there- 

fore it muſt have this Power to repreſent the Church by ſomething antece- 

dent to its Being. Elſe it would only arrogate this Power to it ſelf with- 


out any Act of the Church in order to it. Now that the Univerſal 3 
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did ever agree in any ſuch act, is utterly impoſſible to be demonſtrated, 


either that it could be, ot that it was. Vet ſuch a Delegation to a General 
Council muſt be ſuppoſed in order to its Repreſentation of the whole Church; 
and this delegation muſt not only be before the firſt General Council, bur, 
for all that 1 can ſec, before every one. For how can the Church by its act 
in one Age bind the Church in all Ages ſucceeding to the Ads of thole ſeve- 


ral Councils which ſhall be choſen afterwards? It it be ſaid, That ſuch 4 
formal Ad is not neceſſary, but the tacit conſent of the whole Church is ſuffici: 


ent for it: then ſuch a Conſent of the Church muſt be made evident, by 
which, they did devolve over the Power of the whole Church to ſuch a 
Repreſentative. And all thoſe muſt conſent in that Act whoſe Power the 
Council pretends to have, and ſo it cannot be ſufficient to ſay, That theſe who 
chooſe Biſhops for the Council do it; for then they could only repreſent choſe 
who choſe them, and ſo their Authority will fall much ſhort of chat of the 
whole Church. But ſuppoſe ſuch a thing were done by the whole Charch, 
of which no Footſteps at all appear, we muſt further enquire by what Right 
or Aut hority this is done, for che Authority of the Church being given it by 
Chriſt, it cannot be given from it ſelf without his Commiſſion for doing it. 
Which if we ſtay till it can be produced in this caſe, we may ſtay long 
enough before we ſee any ſuch Infallible Repreſentative of the Univerſal 
Church. The utmoſt then, that can be ſuppoſed in chis caſe, is, that the 
Parts of the Church may voluntarily conſent to accept of the Decrees of ſuch 
a Council; and by that voluntary Act, or by the Supreme Authority injoining 
it, ſuch Decrees may become Obligatory. But what is this to an Infallib;- 
lity in the Council, becauſe it repreſents the whole Church 2 For neither is 
there Eyidence enough for ſuch a Repreſentation, neither, if there were, 
could any Privilege of that Nature belong to the Repreſentative Body, be- 
cauſe of any Promiſe made to the drffufrve Body of the Church. * 


. o 


2. What belongs to the Repreſentative Body of the Church by vertue of a 
Promiſe made to the diffuſiue, can in no other Senſe be underſtood of the Re- 
preſentative, than as it belongs to the Diffufive. . Becauſe no further Right 
can be deriyed from any than they had themſelves. - Therefore ſuppoſing a 
Promiſe of Infallibility made to the Church, it is neceſſary to know in what 
way and manner that Promiſe belongs to it; for in no other way and man- 
ner can it belong to the Council which repreſents it. If therefore the 
Churches Infallibility lies only in Fundamentals, the Councils Infallibility can 
extend no further, If the Churches lufallibility doth not imply, that 
all the Church or the major Part ſhould be Infallible, but that though the 


major Part err, yet all the Church ſhall not, then neither can it be true of a 


General Council, that all, or the major Part ſhould be Infallib/e, but only 


that there ſhould be no ſuch General Council, wherein all the Biſhops ſhould 
err, But then this is utterly deſtructive to the Iufallibility of the Decrees 


of General Councils, for thoſe muſt paſs by the major Part of the Votes: 


Which Canus, one of the acuteſt of our Adverſaries, was ſenſible of, and 
grants, that the major Part in a General Council may err, and the leſſer Part 
hold the Truth; but then, he ſaith, That the Pope is not bound to follow the 


major Part. Which is expreſly to take away any pretext of Infallibility from Conus loc. 
the Decrees of the Council, and place it wholly in the Pope And, Why 7%" 4.5. 6. 


may not then the Pope and a Proviucial Council be as Infallible, as the Pope 
and the /eſſer Part of a General Council > What then do the Promiſes of In- 
fallibility to the Council ſigniſie, if the major Part may definitively err? And 
therefore Bellarmine likes not this Anſwer, as being too plain and open, 
but gives another as deſtructive to the Counci/'s Infallibility, as ns 
| ich 
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Bellorm. ds Which is, that in caſe the major Part doth reſiſt the better in a General Coun- 


Conci l. I. 2. c. 9. 


cil, as in that of Ariminum, and the ſecond at Epheſus, yet that it cannot 
conquer it. How ſo? Doth it not conquer it when the Decrees are paſſed by 
the major Part? No, ſaith he, for theſe Decrees are afterwards made void. 
Very good: But then, I ſuppoſe inthe Council, the major Part did conquer, 
alchough not after. But by whom are they made void? By him to whom 
it belongs to confirm his Brethren, ſaith Bellarmine. Well, but the Skill is, 
to know who that is in this caſe, who can reverſe the Decree of the Repre- 
ſentative Body of the Church under the Plea of confirming his Brethren: If 
it be the Pope, Who reverſed the Decrecs of the Council of Sirmium, to 
which the Pope ſubſcribed 2 And for that of Ariminum and Seleucia, Hila 
did more to reverſe it, than ever the Pope did. Therefore others ſay, 1 
is in the Churches Power to make void the Decrees of General Councils, as 
ſhe did the Decrees of the Arrian Councils. If fo, then we plainly ſee, the 
Infallibility doth not lie in the repreſentative, but in the diffuftve Body of 
the Church ſtill ; if that hath the Power to avoid and repeal the Decrees 
of General Councils. So that all the Infallibility of Councils is meerly pro- 
bationary, and ſtands to the good. liking and conſent of the diffuſive Body 
of the Church. By which means the Decrees of a Provincial Council be- 
ing accepted by the Church, are as Infallible as of a General. But in 
all theſe ways, there is no proper A at all in the major Part of a 
General Council, but it wholly lies either in the Pope, or in the d iffuſive Bo- 
dy of the Church ſtill. | | N * 
3. If theſe Places which mention a Promiſe of Infallibility to the Church, 
muſt imply the Infallibility of General Councils, as the Churches Repreſenta- 
tive, then it will thence follow, that the Decrees of General Councils are In. 
fallible, whether the Pope confirm them or no. For the Infallibility is not pro- 
miſed at All mediante Papa, but virtute Bccleſiæ; for if they be Iufallible as 
repreſenting the Church, they are Iufallible, whether there be any Pope or 
no : for the Pope doth not make them more repreſent the Church than 
they did before. And this is very well underſtood and proved by thoſe, 
who from theſe Promiſes to the Church, and from that Infallibiliry conle- 
quent upon it (by their Adverſaries Confeſſion) to a General Council, do 
infer the Councils Authority to be above the Pope's. Which is a juſt and ne- 
ceſſary Conſequence from this Aſſertion, That the Privileges of the Uni- 
verſal Church, are by vertue of its Repreſentation in a General Council. Which 
Doctrine was aſſerted by the Chuncils of Conſtance, and Baſil, and by the 
Sorbonne Doctors, till their being Feſuited of late. Who have therefore al- 
ſerted, that it might be as lawful to call in queſtion the Decrees of the Cour- 
cil of Trent, as of thoſe two Councils. And whereas their Adverſaries ob- 
je, That this is not de fide; they anſwer, It is impoſſible but that it ſhould 
be de fide, ſince it is decreed by General Councils. For, ſay they, were 
the Fathers at Conſtance and Baſil, acte d by any other Spirit, than thoſe at Ni- 
cæa, and Epheſus 2 Why may not then the Council of Trent be oppoſed as 
well as theme For if there be any Difference, they had much the Advan- 
tage* In the Council of Conſtance (ſay they) two Popes were preſent, all 
the Cardinals, two Patriarchs of Conſtantinople, and Antioch, and the Em- 
peror himſelf, and the Legates of all Chriſtian Princes; and beſides all this, 
it was confirmed by Pope Martin, and the Acts of Confirmation extant 


in the 45th Seſſion. And ſo the Council of Baſil was begun, accord- 


ing to the Decrees of the Councils of Conſtance and Piſa, and by 
vertue of the Bulls of Martin and Eugenius; and the Popes Le. 
gates were Preſidents in it. So that if General Councils be Infallible, 


it muſt be de fide Catholicd, that their Authority is above the * 
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1 Y Being gathered together in the name of Chriſt, aul therefore ſup ofing: 
bility promiſed, theſe Conditions here implyed maſt be known before Tick ongre- 
pathon can be kjrown to be Infallible. 4. Becauſe Chris promiſe reſence * 
an the miolſt I them is only to graut, whit he ſh! find to be fit for them, not 
tnfallibly b p ſhall think fit to act for themſelves. 5. Becauſe 

Gregory de Valenti aud Stapleton confeſs, that this Place doth nos properly Je. 
long toprove an infallible certainty of a Sun tence in which more agree, # the 

hame of Chriſt, but to the efficacy of 8 for 179 85 t har Wis more ſhall 
pray for in the name of Chriſt, if at leaſt that be for their Souls Malgh. Far 
elſe it would hence follow, that not only the definition of a enteral Council, but 
even of a Provincial; 2 if two or three Biſhops Hur hered together, is walid, 
and that wit hont rhe Pope conſent.” The utmoſt Jean trake of your Reply 

r. 251, 252. to theſe Anſwers, lies in this, That you gramtet hal primarily and direfly our 

Saviour doth not intend that particular Infallibility- and this js that which Gre- 
gory and Stapleton aſſert ; but only ahat ht fignified in general, that he would le 
preſent with his Church, and all faithful 9 hr; together in his name, ſo 
often, and ſo far, astheir neceſſities required his preſence, they duly tmplottige it. 

. But yet the Argument 15 0 the Infallibility of enteral Councils, and no Na- 


C 


tional of Provincial, pecauſ# the ntceſfities of the Charth require one, and not the 

other : andi hat it will follow # minori ad majus; in things promiſed, as well as 

| natural, where the motive is increaſed, anel neither goodyeſs. nor power wanting in 

: thepromiſer. But all this depends ray Lo i that there is a 
neceſſity of Infallibility to continue in the Chureh, Ad chat all Petlons are 

| bound to believe the Decrees of the Councils to be the InfalliBle Oracles of 
| Truth; but we ſay, neither of theſe are neceſſary in the Chureh, and there- 
fore you have no ground to extend this Promiſe of "Chri/?'s Preſence to the 

Infallibility of Councils. For you are not to extend the Power and Goodneſs 

of Chriſt as far as you ſhall judge _ bur as far only as he hath promiſed 

to extend it. For otherwiſe it would be far more ch Peace and Unity 


| 4 of the Church, if every particular Congregation had th nfallibiffty, than 
if only General Councils had it: Becauſe by thatmeansgmany diſputes about 
the Authority, Calling, and Proceedings of General Council would be prevented: 
Nay, it might be extended much further, for by this Argument from the 
2 and Power of Chriſt, you might, for all that T can ſee, inter with 
more force, that every true Obriſtian ſnould be Infallible, and ſo there be no 
need of any Councils at all. For, whatevet Argument you gp produce, why 
Chriſt's Goodueſs ſhould extend to make Gouncils Infdllibie, it will much 
more hold as to the other; for the Peace, and Unity of the Church would be 
far better ſecured this way. If you ſay that Experience ſhews. Chriſt nguer 
intended this by the Errors of partichiar Men is all Ages : To the ſame pur 
poſe we anſwer you as to Councils, that large Experience thews, tha when 
Biſhops have ſolemnly mer in Council, they hays. been groſſy deceived ; 2% 
you confeſs in all the Arriam Councils. 45 your Argument would have eve 
held from the Pouer and Cal: of CM; Would it nor have held at that” 
time, when ſo great a mattet of Faith was under debate? If Chrag there- 
fore ſuffered. To many Hiſbo pr ſo groſfy to err, in a matte of ſuth Impor- 
tance, wherein the Chafth Was ſd highly concerned,” How can, you inferr 
from his power and gobdneſs, that he will never ſuffer general Councilt to er? 
If you anſwer; That theft erred for not obſerving the Conditions regauiſite in 
order to Chriſts hearing them, viz. that they were not met in the name ww thi 


= 


* — * 


d NL - Of the Inf lkibility f Genenel Collicits, 


did not come without Prej udice, nor rely on Divine Afſtance. I pray take the 
fame Anfwer as to all other Councils, that we cannot know that Chri/t heals 


them, or that they are Infallible, till we are aſſured of their Performance of 


the Conditions requiſite in order to that Infallibiliiy. And when you can 


aſſure us, that ſuch a Council met together in the Name of Chriſt, and came 
meerly with a deſire to find out Truth, and relied wholly on his Aſſiſtance 
for it, we do not ſo much diſtruſt the Power and Goodneſs of Chriſt, as to 
think he will ſuffer them to be deceived. For we know upon thoſe Cond- 
tions he will not ſuffer any good Man to err, much leſs an Aſſembly of them 
met in a General Council. But here you have the hardeſt Task of all lying 


upon you, which is, to prove that a General Council hath obſerved all theſe 


Conditions, without which nothing can be inferred from this Place, as to 
Chriſt's being in any Senſe in the midſt of them. 

The aft place mentioned for the Infallibiliry of General Councils, is that, 
Act. 15. 28. Where the Apoſtles ſay of themſelves, and the © ouncil held by 
them; It ſeems 200d to the Holy Ghoſt, and tous. And, faith his Lordſhip, 
they might well ſay it. For they had infallibly the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt, 
and kept cloſe to bis Direction. But there is a great deal of difference between 
them and ſucceeding Councils, who never arrogated this to their Definitions, 
though they preſumed of the Aſſiſtance of the Holy Ghoſt ; and though that 


Form might be uſed, yet they did not aſſume ſuch an Infallibility to themſelves, 


as the Apoſtles had. And therefore it is little leſs than Blaſphemy in Staple- 
ton, to ſay, That the Decrees of Councils are the very Oracles of the Holy 
Ghoſt. And, that all Councils are not ſo Infallible, as was this of the Apo- 
files, nor the Cauſes handled in them, as there they were, is manifeſt 7 the 
ingenouus confeſſion f Ferus to that purpoſe. This is the Subſtance of his Lord- 
ſhip's Anſwer to this Place. Which you think to take off by ſaying, That 
there's no eſſential difference between the certainty of the things determined by 


the Apoſtles, and thoſe decided by a General Council, confirmed by the Roman Bi- 


ſhop : and though after Councils uſe not the ſame Expreſſion in Terms, yet they 
dn it in effect, by enjoining the Belief of their Deciſions under the Pain of 
Azathema. If this be the meaning of the Anathema's of Councils, there 
had need indeed be no great difference between the Apoſtles Decrees, and 
theirs. But this had need be very well proved; and ſo it is by you; for 
you produce ſeveral Expreſſions of Cyril, Athanaſius, Auſtin, Leo, Gre- 
gory, and ſome others (out of Bellarmin) in which they magnifie the De- 
eres of General Councils, calling them a Divine Oracle, a Sentence inſpired 
by the Holy Ghoſt, not to be retracted, and ſome others to the ſame pur- 
2 by which you vindicate Stapleton, and tell us, he ſaid no more than the 

athers had done before him. Yet all this is far from any Vindication of 


| Stapleton, or proving your Aſſertion as to the equal Cerrainty of the De- 


crees of Councils, and of the Apbſtles. For the ground of all thoſe Ex- 
preſſions, and ſeveral others of the ſame Nature, was not the Suppoſition 


of any inberent Infallibility in the Decrees of General Councils, but their 


great Aſſurance of the Truth of that Doctrine, which was determined by 
thoſe firſt General Councils. For although J am far enough from believing 
the Council of Trent Infallible, yet if that had determined the ſame Points 
of Faith, which were determined in the firſt four General Councils, and no- 
thing elſe; I might have ſaid, That the Decrees of that Council was a Holy 
and Divine Oracle, a Sentence inſpired by the Holy Ghoſt, Gc. not that Tthoughr 
the Council in the leaſt Infallible, in determining theſe Things; but that they 
were of themſelves Divine Truths, which the Council determined. And in 
this Senſe Atbanaſius might well term the Definition of the Nicene Council 
againſt Ar ius, the Word of our Lord which endureth for ever; and n 
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ſtile it a celeſtial mandate ; and Gregory might reverence the; four C ouncils, 
as the four Goſpels (though Bellarmin tells you, that Expreſſion muſt be 
taken in aqualified Senſe) yer all theſe, and any other of a like Nature, I 
ſay, import no more than that they were fully aſſured, the matters decreed 
by'them, were revealed by God in his Word, and not that they believed 
that they became ſuch holy and divine Oracles, meerly by the Councils De- 
finition. For the contrary might be abundantly manifeſted by many Ex- 
preſſions in them quite to another purpoſe : and if, inſtead of all the re 

you will but read Athanaſius and Hilary concerning Councils, you will find 
your ſelf ſtrangely deceived, if you believe they ever thought them 

P. 254. * Jnfallible. What you add afterwards, that it is ſufficient that there be 4 
real Infallibility, though not like to that of the Apoſtles, will not be ſuffici- 
ent for me, til] you can ſhew me the Degrees of 1 for, I will 
promiſe you, if you can once prove that Councils are really Infallible, 1 
ſhall not ſtick to ſay, That they are alike Infallible with the Apoſtles. As 
for your diſcarding Ferus as a prohibited Author, it only ſhews the great In- 
tegrity of the Man, who ſpoke too much Truth to be' born by the tender 
Ears of the Roman Inquiſition. | | 

Before I had proceeded any further, 1 had thought (becauſe of a former 

P. 249. Promiſe) to have looked back to the place, where you ſpeak in Vindication 
of the decretal Epiſtles; but becauſe you only refer to Turrianus his Defence 
of them, I ſhall only return you an equal Courteſie, and refer you to the 
abundantly ſufficient Anſwer to him by David Blondel. One would have 
thought you ſhould have been aſhamed of ſo notorious an Impoſture as 
thoſe decretal Epiſtles are; bur we ſee, what Shifts a bad Cauſe puts you 
upon, that ſuch Men as Ferus, Caſſander, Eraſmus, are under an Index Ex- 
purgatorius, but the decretal Epiſtles muſt be ſtill juſtified ; but he that doth 
not ſee the Reaſons of theſe Proceedings, wants a greater Index Expurgato- 
rius for his Brains, thanever they did for their Books. 

b. 11. We return therefore to our preſent Subject, and having manifeſted, how 
far the Infallibility of General Councils is from being grounded on the Yera- 
city of divine Promiſes, as you pretend without Ground; we now proceed 
to the Conſent of the Church, as to this Subject; which his Lordſhip ſpeaks 

P. 240. to in the next Conſideration. Which is, That all agree that the Church in ge- 

neral can never err from the Faith neceſſary to Salvation; but there is not the 


like conſent that General Councils cannotierr. Whether Naldenſis aſſerting, that 


Ceneral Councils may err, ſpeak of ſuch Councils as are accounted unlawful 
or no, is not much material; ſince, as his Lordſhip ſays, The Fathers ha- 
ving to do with ſo many Hereticts, and ſo many of them oppofing Church Aut ho- 
rity, did never in the Condemnation of thoſe Hereticks utter this Propoſition, Ihat 
a General Council cannot err. And ſuppoſing that no General Council had erred 
in any matter of Moment to this Day, which will not be found true, yet this would 
rot have followed, that it is therefore Infallible and cannot err. And toſhew 
that St. Auguſtin puts a manifeſt difference between the Rules of Scripture and 
the Definitions of Men, he produceth thar noted Place in him, wherein he 
ſo fully aſſerts the Prerogative of Scripture above all the Writings of Men, 
or Definitions of ( ouncils : Which, becauſe it will be often referr'd to, Thave 
Quis autem neſtiat ſantamScripturames- cited at large in the Margin, but his Lordſhip gives the 
noni cam. tam veteris quam novi Teſtamenti ſum of it in theſe Words. That whatſoever is found writ- 
certisſuis terminis contineri,camq; omnibus 1 a a : 
poſterioribusEpiſcoporum literisita preponi, TEN in Script ure, may net her be doubted nor diſput ed, whe- 
ut de ills omnino dubitari or diſceptari non ther it he true or right. But the Letters of Biſhops may 
poſſit, utrum verum, wel utrum reFum ſir, 


auicquid in es ſeriptum eſſe confliterts 3 not only be diſputed,but correfled by Biſhops that are more 


Epiſcoporum autem literar que poſt corfir. learned and wiſe than they, or by National Councils; ” 
Ab Nationa 
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| Nation Countils, by Plenary or General. Aud even 
Plenary Councils themſelves may be amended, the former 


bythe latter. From whence he inferrs, T hat it ſeems it 
was na news with St. Auſtin, that a general Council might 
err, and therefore be inferiour to the Scripture which may 
neither be doubted nor diſputed, where it affirms. And if 
it be ſowith the definition of a Council too, whtte'ts then 


the Scriptures Prerogative? But his Lordſhip adds, That 
there is much ſhifting about this Place, But it cannot be 


wraſtled off. And therefore undertakes punctually to 
anſwer all the evaſrons of Stapleton and Bellarmine, who 
have taken moſt Pains abour it. But before you come 


—— 


matum Canomem vel ſcripts ſunt vel ſeribun- 
tur, & per ſermonem forte ſapientiorem, cu- 
juſiibet in ed re Peritſoris, & per aliorum 


; Epiſcoporum graviorgn aut oritatem, doctio- 
rumgq; prullentiam, & per Concilia licere re- 


Prebendi, ſi quid in eis forte à veritate de- 


viarum oft. Es ipſa Concilis que per ſingu- 


regiones vel prouincias fiunt plenariorum 
Conciliorum axtoritati, que fiunt ex uni ver- 
Jo orbe Ehriftſano, ſine ullis ambagibus ce- 
dere, ipſaque plenaris ſepe priora poſteriori- 
bus emendari, cum alique experiments re- 
rum apcritur quod, clauſum erat, C cogne. 
Seitur quod larebat, ſine ullo typho ſacrilege 


* Juperbie, ſine ulls inflati cerwice arrogantie , 
ine ulld contentione livide, invidie, cum 


ſanf4 humilitate, cum pace Catholicd, cum 


to particular Anſwers, you are reſolved to make your Sete Chriftiang, Aug. I. a. de bapt. c. 


way through them, by a more deſperate Attempt: Penatiſt. c. 3. 

which is, to prove that it cannot be St. Auſtin's Meaning in this Place, 
that general Councils may err in their Definitions of Faith, becauſe then S. Au- 
ſtin muſt contradift himſelf, becauſe he delivers the contrary in other Pla- 
ces. This is indeed to the Purpoſe, if you go through with your Un- 
dertaking; but we muſt examine the Places: The firſt is J. 1. c. 7. de 
Baptiſm. c. Donat iſt. where you ſay, he expreſly teacheth, Thal no doubt 
ought to be made of what is by full Decree eftabliſhed in a general Council. But 
here a great doubt may juſtly be made, Whether ever you ſearched this 
Place or no; for if you had, you would have had little Heart to produce 


it to this Purpoſe. For St. Auguſtin is there giving an Account, why he 
would not inſiſt upon any humane Authorities, but bring certain Evidence 


out of - Seripture for what he ſaid; and the Reaſon he gives for it, is, becauſe 
in the former times of the Church before the Schiſm of Donatus brake 


forth, the Ar. and particular Councils did differ from each other about 


the Queſtion in hand, wiz. Rebaptizing Hereticks, until that by a General 
Council of the whole World, that which was moſt ſoundly held etiam remotis 
dubitationibus firmaretur, was confirmed the Diſputes being taken away. The 
utmoſt that can be drawn hence, is, that when this Controverſie was decided 
by a General Council, the Diſputes were ended among the Catholick Biſhops. 
But by what Arts can vou hetice draw, thar S. Auſt in thought the Council In- 
fallible in its Definitions > When the Buſineſs came to be argued in a free 
Council by the diſſenting Parties, and they more fully underſtood each other, 
and agreed upon one Sentence, S. Auſtin ſays the former Doubts were ta- 
ken off: that is, the Reaſons and Scriptures produced on the other ſide ſatiſ- 
fied them: but he doth not ſay, that no doubt is to be made of what is by 
full Decree eſtabliſhed in a general Council; but, chat no Doubts were made 
after it. But if you ſay, There could be no Agreement unleſs the Councils defini- 
tion were ſuppoſed Infallible, you ſpeak that which is contrary tothe Senſe and 
Experience of the World ; andeven of that general Council whete this Decree 


is ſuppoſed by Bellarmine to be made, wiz. the Council of Nice. For, Will 
you ſay the Coawcit was Infallible in deciding the time of keeping Eaſter, be- 


cauſe after that Council the Afran Biſhops ſubmitted to the Cuſtom of other 
Churches? Ts there no way imaginable to convince men, but by 7nfalliblity 2 
If there be, their Doubts may be taken away by a general Council, and yet that 
Council not be ſuppoſed Infallible. For if S. Auguſtin had meant fo, nothing 
had been more pertinent than to have inſiſted on the Decree of that Council; 
and yet he there leaves it, and calls all Arguments of that nature humane Ar- 


guments, and therefore ſaith, ex Evangelio profero certa documenta; I bring, 


certain Evidences out of the Goſpel. Which Words doubtleſs he would never 
| Ve 
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have ſo immediately ſubjoyned to his former concerning a general Council, if 

he had judged it Infallible, or its decxees as certain as the Scriptures. In your 

ſecond place J. 5. c. 7. there is nothing hath any Shadow of Pertinency tg 
your Purpoſe; that which I ſuppoſe you may mean, is, J. 5. c. 17. where wha 

he ſaid before was decreed by a General Council, he aſter faith, was the Judgment 

of the Holy Catholick Church: From whence you may indeed infer that the Ca- 

tholick Church did approve thatdecree of the Council, but how it proves it In- 

fallille I cannot underſtand. , Your laſt Place is one ſufficiently known to 

be far enough from your Purpoſe, Ep. 118. ad Januar. where he ſaith, In caſe 
of indifferent Rites, it is inſolent madneſs to oppoſe the whole Church ; but you 
are an excellent Diſputant, who can hence infer, that therefore General Coun- 

cils are Infallible in their Definitions in Matters of Faith. For any thing then 

you have brought to the contrary St. Auſtin is far enough from t he leaſt dan- 

ger of contradicting himſelf. But if you could prove that he were of your 

mind, that the Definitions of Councils are Infallible as well as the Scriptures, 

never did any man more expreſly contradict himſelf than S. Auguſtin muſt do 

Hug, ep. 19.ad in a multitude of plain Places, wherein he ſaith, That no other Writing 1s In- 

Hieromymum c. fallible but the Scripture ; That only according to them he judged freely of all 

oy N other Writings ; and thiat becauſe he could yield an U b aſſent to nine but 

De Nat. G. them. That there is no other Writing wherein humane Infirmities are not diſco- 

Gratia ©. 61. veredbut in them ; that. men are at Ierty to believe or not believe any thing be- 

I 11.c.5. fides the Scripture. Can any man, who ſays theſe things, be reaſonably ſup. 
Epifol. 112. poſed to aſſert that the Decrees of General Councils are as certain as the Scri- 
pture is > You ſee then what little advantage you have gained by this Attempt 

of offering to make St. Auſtin contradict himſelf, if in this place he ſhould 

be ſuppoſed to afſert that General Councils may err: which he doth plainly 

enough to any but thoſe who are reſolved not to underſtand him. 

d. 12. This Prejudice being therefore removed, we come to the particular Eya- 

P. 256. ſions of this Place; which you thus ſum up, in order to the defence of 
them. That when he ſaith, Former General Councils may be amended by the 

latter, it is only to be underſtood in Matters of Fab, in Precepts pertaining to 

Manners and Diſcipline, or by way of more full and clear Explication of what 

had been delivered by former Councils. To both theſe, his Lordſhip offers 

P. 24r. . very juſt Exceptions. Tp the firſt, that it is to be underſtood of Precepts of 
Manners aud Diſcipline ; he ſaith, 1. That Bellarmine contradicts himſelf, le- 

cauſe he had ſaid before, that General Councils cannot err in Precepts of Man- 

ners: No, (lay you) this is no contradiftion, becauſe theſe depend much upon 
Circumſtances of Time, Place, Perſon, &c. which varying, it often ſo falls out, that 

what at firſt was prudently judged fit to be done, becomes afterwards unfitting, 

and in this caſe one General Council may be amended by another, and yet neither 

charged with Error. But do you ſuppoſe the mean while that St. Auſtin 

ſpake pertinently to this Buſineſs, or no? If he did, he can be underſtood 

only of ſuch a Precept as that relating to the Baptiſm of Hereticks. Suppoſe 

then one Council ſhould decree Hereticks to be baptized, and another after- 

wards correct this, and ſay, They ſhould not, Will you ſay that neither of 

theſe were in an Error? So that your Anſwer is wholly impertinent to the 

Scope of St. Auſtin's Diſcourſe. And ſo his Lordſhip faith, This whole Au- 

ſwer is concerning Precepts of Manners : for St. Auſtin diſputes againſt the Error 

of St. Cyprian follawed by the Donatiſts, which was an Error in Faith; name- 

ly, that true Baptiſmcould not be given by Hereticks and ſuch as were out of the 

P. 257. Church. But you ſay, St. Auſtin doth not confine his Diſcourſe to St. Cyprian s 

Caſe only, but by occafion of his, and his Councils Error, he lays down general 

Doctrine, touching the different Authority of the Writings of particular Biſhops, 
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cad in the % of choſe Count ils. 
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ſtill, hat they ave erred. For, as the Errors was ſuppoſedlts be 405 . ow | 


Iffallille ; ; for, if — Perſons had been Infallible, who had made thole De- 


ther Amendments by ſucceeding C ouncits. So that, take Amtndinent in what 


rake: tang of the PO. x43 
hers 677 s Spirig aig, WT B. 


r 


. 


ur Pürpoſe; for St. Aus main Deſigu is, *o* - 
he fe. 


tings B- 
them * 


27 may, neither / 
ord: N 


9 


al none are 90 allzBle, © © 
des themſelves, Na cans. 


P. 258. 


N - ” * 7 * e — | 7 | 1 1 * "* Ir 
I "Fa infollbgipty Sue * Pare Ill 


* 


oy IN A iclear no ſuch De ects as are neceſſary go be 1 Aafterw b 
* * other Council which can pretehd to no higher 1 ancc than i Thc 
had before. But your gritical Judgment is not ext rdinaty, . if ou Wall 


that Nature are bu 


12 


8. Fauſtum. 
J. 20. c. 21. 


Ibid. 


them, ſuch as this of Scaliger is in the place Where he. cotrects Varro Ety. - 


+ carried further in thei 


Abs 


theſe laſt Words relate not in paFticular to General Con 


ve the Signification o Words taken om the, cohjectural. Etym ies of 


malegies (at the nd of his Conjectanea) bur, befides that, all Artempts of 
njettural Eſſays, it is but an ill way to judge of the 


uſe ofa Word by t Ev ty f it; for, What Multitudes f Hor S are 
e | rd- 


* 

nſe, than their Originals would bear 
ſhip therefore takes à far ſurer way to know S. Auſtis s meaning, thin 
running to Martinius for the Significarion of the Wogd menda; which is, by 


progucing à parallel Place in S. Auſtin, where it is taken for , Land | 
| / | 


ſuppoſes ag evident Fault? aliud quod e jabemur, uli gabd emen. 
a} 


dare prgcipimur ; where emendare is, plajnly ro amend ſomerlillig awi/s, not 
to ſapkprocthits Aer Sothat drapleton's Senſe of 3 Ex. 
plication of ſomething nat fully Tnown,*and not by Carrgttion of ſomething 
erroneous, cannot here have place, For, 115 0 Lordſhip well obſerves, the 
National Council, Which S. Aſtin did in this Diſpute ſpeak moſt of, was not 


guiltymeerly of not fully e plaining ir ſelf, but of a poſitive Error, vix. 


that under 8. Cyprian, etermining that Baptiſm of Fereticks wag no Bap- 
tiſm. And thetefore when 8. Auſtin ſpeaks of Amendment, it is ſuch an 
Amendment as doth ſuppoſe Error, and not barely defect. And ſo the 
Words uſed before of reprebegſion and yielding, do both imply more than a 
bare Explanation ; and thoſe which follow after, evince it fully, where 
St. Auſtin lays gawnthe Cautions, whereby ſuch Amendments Would be 
made, without faeradeg ious Pridzece well ing Arrogancy, without Contentian of 
Exvy, and in ho Hanility,in t ace, in Chriſtian © harity. All which 
Words were very needleſs, if Ke meant nly an Explanation of ſomething 
not fully declared befote; but are very neceſlary, -{uppoſing, it to be the 
Amendment of ſome former Error. All the Anſwer, you have, is, hat 

| bs (by no means, 
alchpugh they follow them at the Heels) to the other ſeveral Suljells, 


Vi. Tn Biſhops, Provincial and Natinal Councils; which are ſubject 10 


Pride, Arrogan cy, and Contention in their Emendations. But, Was not 8. 
Auſtin an unhappy Man then at expreſſing himſelf, that he muſt needs ſet 
thoſe Caveats after he had ſpoken of General Councils, which refer to the 
Particulars” that went before, without any reference tò the immediate 
Antecedent;? For if they do at all reſpect the Proceedings of General 
Councils, (as doubtleſs they do, and that moſt immediately, as appears to 
any one who reads them) then they imply ſtill, that this Amendment of 
General Councils muſt be done without Pride, Arrogance and Envy, and 
with the greateſt Humility, and Peace, and Charity; which it is Hard to con- 
ceive why S. Auſtin ſhould add, unleſs he ſuppeſed ſome Errors to be 
amended in them. Nothing remains further for the clearing this Place, 
but only that his Lordſhip mentions that which he calls. The pooreſt ſhift of 
all in Bellarmin, viz. that he ſpeaks of anlawful Councils: and it is a fign 
it is ſoindeed, when you have nothing more to ſay for it, $2 euly, that it 
was given ex ſuperabundanti, and with a Pefadbenture. When his Lord- 
ſhip concludes, that the Pope's Confirmation to mate Councils Infallible, is 
a meer trick, and unknown to the ancient @hurchz you. have nothing more 
to prove it to be grounded on the Practice of Councils gf the Church, and of 
Reaſon, but to refer the Reader back to whit you have ſaid about the 
Pape ſ Supremacy; and therefote I muſt do fo too, foran Anſwer to what 
you have ſaid on that Subject. 5 £ e The 
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The next thing which belongs to this Queſtion, is contained in his 
Lordfhips ſixth Confideration ; which is, If the Definition of a General 
Comnncil be Infallible, then the Infallibility of it, is either in the Concluſion, and 
in the Means that prove it ; or in the Concluſion, not the Means; or in the 


| Means, wot the Concluſion. But it is Infallible in none of theſe. Not in the 


rſt ; for there are divers Deliberations in General Councils, where the Conclu- 
jon is Cathdick, but the means by which they prove it, not Infallible, Not in the 
ſecond ;, for the Concluſion muſt always follow. the Nature of the Premiſes, or 
Principles out of which it is deduced ; therefore if thoſe which the Council 
aſes, be ſometimes uncertain, the Conclufion cannot be Infallible. Not in the 
third; for the Concluſion caungt but be true and neceſſary, if the means be ſo. 
Your anſwer is, That it is Infallible in the Concluſion, that is, in the Do- 
frine defined, though it be not Infallible in the Means, or Arguments upon 
which it proceeded to the Definition. And your Reaſon is, becauſe one is ne- 
ceſſary for the Government of the Church, but the other is not; for, Deus non 
deficit in neceſſariis, nec redundat in ſuperfluis. You mean, it is neceſſary 
for you to aſſert it, whether it hath any Foundation in Reaſon or no: For 
you have not yet proved, that the Infallibility of General Councils is neceſ- 
fary for the Churches Government, and therefore cannot thence infer ſo 
great an Abſurdity as this; that, where all the Premiſes are fallible and un- 
certain, yet the Concluſfon may be prophetical and Infallible. But fo 
involved and obſcure are your Diſcourſes on this ſubject, that while you 


pretend a General Council is ſeeing Viſſons, one might caſily believe you were 


dreaming Dreams. For, I pray, ſpeak out, and tell us, what you mean by 
Councils being fallible in the uſe of Means, and yet Infallible in the Concluſion 
drawn from thoſe Premiſes, which ſhe was fallible in the deducing the 
Concluſion from? For the deducing the Concluſion, is in the »/e of the 
Means; therefore how is it poſſible that the Council ſhould be Infallible 
in the Concluſion, when it was fallible in making that Concluſſon? But it 
may be I do not yet fully apprehend what you would have, neither I doubt 
do you. For you would fain be Infallible in the Concluſion too, without 
ſo much as Truth in the Premiſes. But I ſhall attempt to make you ſpeak 
intelligibly ; it muſt be one of theſe two things you mean, when you ſay, 
Councils are Infallible in the Concluſion, either that they are Infallible in de- 
ducing the Concluſion, or in aſſenting to the Concluſion. If Infallible in the 
deducing the Concluſion, then it muſt be Infallible in the uſe of the Means ; 
for, unleſs it doth infallibly diſcern the Connexion of the Premiſes, it is im- 
poſlible it ſhould be Infallible in drawing the Concluſion from them. So 
that it is Nonſenſe, and a Contradiction to ſay, That, a Council is Infallible in 
the drawing a Concluſion, and not Infallible in the uſe of the Means , For, 
it is to ſay, It is Infallible, and not Tnfallible at the fame time, and about 
the ſame thing, and in the ſame manner. For, What is drawing a Con- 
clufion, but a diſcerning that Truth which reſults from the Connexion of the 
Premiſes togerher 2 For that which is concluded, hath all its Truth depend- 
ing upon the Evidence of the Premiſes, otherwiſe it is a fimple Propoſition, 
and not a Concluſion. If you had then ſaid, That the Spirit of God did im- 
mediately reveal to the Council the Truth of what was to be decreed ; you 
had ſpoken that which might have been underſtood, rhough not believed ; 
but this you durſt not ſay, for fear of the charge of Enthufiaſms, and new 
Revelations : but when you ſay, The Council muſt uſe Means, and make 
Hllogiſins, as other fallible Creatures do, but then it is Infallille in the 
drawing the Conclufion from the Premiſes (though it be fallible in the 
Connexion of thoſe Premiſes) is an unparallell d Piece of profound Nonſenſe. 
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of the Infallbility of General Councils. 2 Patt II. 


For, ſuppoſe the matter the Council was to determine, was the P pe's In- 
fallibility; in brder to the proving this, you fay, The Council muſt uſe all 
Arguments tending to prove it; there comes in Chrijt s Prayer for S. Peter, 
that his Faith ſhould not fail, and that this mult be extended to his Succeſ- 
ſors, thence the Argument is formed. Whomſoever Chriſt prayed for, that 
his Faith ſhould not fail, is Infallible ; but Chriſt prayed for the Pope, that 


" . bis Faith ſhould not fail; therefore ke is Infallible. Now you ſay, The Coun: 


cil is fallible in the uſe of the Means for this Concluſion, . z. e. it may not inſal: 
libly believe the Truth of the major or minor Propoſition, but yet it ma 

1nfallibly deduce thence the Concluſion, though, all the Strength of the 
Concluſion depends upon the Truth of the Premiſes. You mult therefore 
either aſſert that the Decrees of Councils are immediately revealed ag 
Divine Oracles, or elſe that they are fallible Concluſions drawn from falli}le 
Premiſes. And, were it not for a little Shame, becauſe of your charging 
others with zmmediate Revelations, I doubt not but you would aſſert the 
former; which you muſt of Neceſſity do, if you will maintain the Yai. 
libility of General Councils : For if there be any Infirmity in'the uſe of the 
Premiſes, it muſt of Neceſſity be in the Concluſion too. But, ſuppoſe you 
mean an Infallible #ſſent to the Matter of the Concluſion, though it be fal- 
libly deduced, you aro as far to ſeck as ever; for, Whereon muſt that 
Aſſent be grounded? Tr muſt be either upon the 7ruth of the Premiſes, or 


| ſomething 7mmediately revealed: If on the Truth of the Premiſes, the Aſſent 


can be no {ironger than the Groundsare on which it is built; if on ſome. 
thing revealed, it muſt needs be (till an immediate Revelation. But I for- 
get my ſelf all this while, to urge you thus with Abſurdities conſequent 
from Reaſon ; for, in anſwer to his Lordſhip, you grant, That it is a thing 
altogether unknown in Nature, and Art too, that fallible Principles can either 
as Father or Mother, beget or bring forth an Infallible Concluſion ; for, when 


his Lordſhip had objected this, you return him this Anſwer, That this isq 


falſe Suppoſition of the Biſhop, for the Concluſion is not ſo much the Child of thoſe 
Premiſes (i. e. it is not the Concluſion) as the Fruit of the Holy Ghoſt, direct. 
ing and guiding the Council, to produce an Infallible Concluſion, whatever the 
Premiſes le (true, or falſe, certain, or uncertain, all is a Caſe.) Thzs is neceſſary 
for the Peace and Unity of the Church (to believe Contradictions) and there. 
fore not to be denied, unleſs an impoſſibility be ſhewed therein. (J doubt, be- 
lieving Contradictions is accounted no Impoſſibility with you.) But, I hope, 
no man will attaque God's Omnipotency, and deprive him of the Power of dv 
ing this. Is it come to that ar laſt 2 Whatever you aſſert that is repug- 
nant to the common reaſon of Mankind, and involves Contradi#ions in it, 
that you call for God s C mnipotency to help you in. Thus Tranſub/tantia: 
tion muſt be believed, becauſe God is Omnipotent ; and that Men may 
believe any thing, though not grounded on Scripture, and repugnant to Rea- 
ſon, becauſe God is Omnipotent. We acknowledge God's Omnipotency, as 
much as you, but we dare not pur it to ſuch ſervile Uſes, to make good any 
abſurd Imaginations of our Brains. If you had ſaid, It was poſſible 
for God to enlighten the Minds of the Biſhops in a General Council, either 
ro diſcern infajlibly the Truth of the Premiſes, or immediately to reveal the 
Truth of the Concluſion, you had ſpoken intelligible Falſhoods. But to ſay, 
chat God permits them to be fallible in the uſe of the Means, and in draw- 
ing the Concluſion from them; but to be Infallible in the Conclufion it ſelf, 
without any immediate Revelation, and then to challenge God's Omnipotency 


for it: I know not whether it be a greater Diſhonoar to God, or Re- 


proach to Humane Underſtanding. And if ſuch Incongruities as theſe = 
. # f 0 


- ſhip very rationally objects againſt Srapleton's Aſſertion, That the Council is P. 149. 


' rity, that he thinks ſo. To all this you very gravely ſay nothing; and we 


(ſaich he) make it but probable in the ordinary Courſe of Prophecy, and I hope 


. % 


Chip. J. Of ibe lf allibility of Geneval duale | 
do hot diſcover that you ate miſerably hampered, as his Lordſhip ſaith, in 
this Argument, I know not what will. ' | 0 * ä 

But we muſt proceed to diſcover more of them; two things his Lord- 3. 14. 


tiſcurſve in the ufe of the means, but prophetical in delivering the Concluſion. 
1. That ſinee this is not according to Principles of Nature and Reaſon, there muſt 
be fome y more Authority, which maſt deliver this Truth (which, ſaith 
he, muſt be the Scripture) Por if you fly to immediate Revelations ; the En- 
thuftaſmimuſt be yours. But the Sctiptures which are Moug ht, in the very Ex- 
poſition of all the Primitive Church, neither ſay it, nor enforce it. «Therefore 
Scripture warrants not your Prophecy in the Concluſion. * Neither can the 1 ra- 
dition : Produce one Father, who ſays, This is an Univerſal Tradition of the 
Church, that her Definitions in a General Conncil are prophetigal, and by im- 
2 Revelation : Produte any one Father that ſays it of his own Autho- 


can ſhrewdly gueſs at the Reaſon of it. 2. His Lordſhip proves, That it is 
a Repagnancy to ſay, That the Council is prophet ical in the Concluſſon, and diſ- 
curſive in the uſe of the Means ; for no Prophet, in that which he delivered from 
God as Infallible Truth, was ever diſcurſi at all lu the uſe of the means; Nay 


you go no higher, nor will JI offer at God's abſolute Power (but his Lordſhip 

was deccived in you, for you run to God's Omnipotency) that that which 

is diſcurſive in the means, can be prophetical in the Concluſion, and you ſhall be 

in great Apollo for ever. And this, he ſhews, is contrary to what your own 
Authors deliver. concerning the nature and kinds of Prophecy, and that none 

of them were by diſcourſe. To this you anſwer, That both Stapleton and you P. 264. 
deny that the Church is fimply prophetical, either in the Premiſes or Contluſton, 

but rather the quite confrary ; and that by the Definition of the Councils being 
prophetical in an Analog ical Senſe, no more is'meant but that by virtue of di- 

vine Aſſiſtgnce and Direction, "ſuch a Concliſion or Definition, in regard of pre- 

ciſe Verity, is as infallibly true ant certain, as if it were a Prophecy. But if 

you had a mind that we ſhould underſtand, or believe what you ſay, Why 

do not you come more out of the Clouds, and ſhew us the Difference be- 
tween that which is imply prophetical, and that which is only Axalogically 

ſo, but as infallibly true and certain as the other? But, that you may no 
longer blind the World with ſuch inſignificant Diſcourſes, I ſhall put you 
upon ſpeaking more diſtinctly, by enquiring into thoſe Ways, whereby 

God may be ſuppoſed ſupernaturally to work upon the Minds of Men, in 

order to the Diſcovery of Truth. Theſe two Ways we may conceive that , 
God may make known Trauth to the Minds of Men. 1. By the immediate diſ- 
tovery of ſomething, which could not otherwiſe be known but by immediate Re- 
velation : And ofthis Nature were allthoſe"fature Events which were re- 
vealed to the Prophets, and this I ſuppoſe you call fimply prophetical ; fo 
likewiſe all thoſe Do#rives which are of pure Revelation, i. e. ſuch as could be 
never have been known, unleſs God had revealed them: of which kind 

there are ſeveral in the Goſpel. 2. God may diſtover ſuch Things ta the minds 

of men, which, though they might otherwiſe be. known, yet not with that degree 

of certainty, as by this immediate Aſſiſtance of God's Spirit: Now this I ſup- 

poſe, is that you call Analogically prophetical, which you aſſert to differ 

not hing at all from Prophecy, in regard of Infallible Truth and Certainty, 
being by virtue of divine Aſſiſtance and Direction. And this you ſay a 
General Council hath, but not the former. e | 

S 2 | ; Now 
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Now to convince you of the Abſardity of your Aſſertions, I ſhall ſhew 
you theſe two things. 1. That this cannot be without an immediate Revela. 
tion. 2. That being ſo, it cannot be diſcurſive, as you ſay it is in the uſe of the 
means. 1. That this cannot be without an immediate Revelation: For which 
I need nothing but your own Aſlertions, vzz. that this is a higher diſcovery | 
of Truth, than nature can ever attain to, or ordinary Grace; and that it is ſuch 
as obliges all men 20 an internal aſſent to it, when it is declared. Now 14þall 
deſire you, or any of your party, to tell me, What Difference there is be- 
rween this, and the Inſpiration which the Apoſtles had in writing the Book; | 
of Scripture. T mean not ſuch as contain Propheczes in them, butthoſe which 
deliver to us the Goſpel of Chriſt : as for Iuſtance, in S. Johus Goſpel, he 
doth not pretend to deliver any thing which was not revealed before, but 
to give an Accpunt of the Doctrine and lite of Chriſt. And ſo that J»ſpiration 
was not fimply prophe tical, as in writing the Prophecies in the Apocalypſe, but 
Analogically fo, i that ſuch an Aſſiſtance of God s Spirit, as made what he 
writ, to be as infallibly true and certain, as if it were a Prophecy, which are 
your own Words concerning the Infallibility of Councils. She us therefore 
any rational Difference between this kind of 7nfallib:lity, and that Iuſpira- 
tion by which the Books of Scriptgge are written. If you ſay, the one was 
immediate and the other not, you beg the r For I am proving tliat 
what you aſſert, doth neceſſarily imply, that it is as immediate as that 
which the Apoſtles had. Nay, I will go yet further, and ſay it is as im- 
mediate as that which the Apoſtles themſelves had ip Council. For when 
they ſaid, It ſeemed good to the Holy Ghoſt and to us, Can any thing more 
poſlibly be underſtood, than that the Spirit of God did fo far aſſiſt their 
minds, that they ſhould not err in their Definitiogs ? And therefore when 
of late you are grown (forſooth) ſomewhat jealous of the ward Infallili- 
lity, and you give us a grave Advertiſement at the end of your Preface, that 

you do not mean by it an intrinſecal unerring power in all things, in thoſe whom 
you account N but only that they never bave erred, nor ſhall err in de- 
finitions of Faith ; you do not at all advantage your ſelves by it, For none 
of your conſiderate Adverſaries do charge you jo much with uſurping God's 
incommunicable Attribute of Infallibility, (which is thereby avoided becauſe 
you pretend to derive it from him) but that you challenge the ſame 7rfal- 
libility which the Apoſtles had. And ſo mult of Neceſſity aſſert as much of 


Divine Enthufiaſm and immediate Revelation in your Church, as any of the 


Apoſtles themſelves had. For whatever they had, came by virtue of Chriſt's 
Promiſe,and that is all you ſay for the Churches Infallibility ; but that doth 
no more take it off from being an immediate Revelation in the Church, than 
it did in the Apoſtles. If you ſay, The Church is only ſecured that it neither 
hath erred, nor can err in Definitions of Faith, What more had the Apoſtles 
than this? And if this in them did require an immediate Inſpiration, certain- 
ly it muſt do ſo in the Church too. But you ſay, Neither Church nor Council 
do publiſh immediate Revelations, nor create am new Articles of Faith, but only 
declare and unfold by their Definitions, that Doctrine, which Chriſt and his Apo- 
files in ſome manner firſt delivered. But all this, ſuppoſing it true, doth not 
hinder, but the Councils Infallibility muſt imply an immediate Revelation on 
the part of the Council, though not of the Doctrine decreed by them. Fer 
granting the Decrees of the Council are no new Articles of Faith (which is 
yet contrary to your own Principles; for if by the Definitions of Councils 
that may be de fide which was not before, then the Councils do make new 
Articles of Faith, though not new Do##rines) i. e. that the matter of them in 
ſome manner was before revealed, yet ſince you ſay the Council in a 
8 ths, 
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them, hath an Infallibility, equal to Prophecy, it myſt be by immediate Ir. 


ſpiration.. For, Hath the Council greater Cgrtainty, and higher Aſſiſtance 


an any ordinary Believer hath or not? If not, it can be no more Hyfall;- 
ble than an ordinary Belieyer ; if it hath, ir muſt be immediate, becauſe it 
hath à higher degree of Certainty, than can be attained by the uſe of 
means. And to ſay,this, as you do expteſſy, when you aſſert the Council 
fallible in the «ſe FP Means, but infallible in the Concluſion, is a molt palpa- 
ble Contradiction. For, it is to aſſert a Certainty beyond and above the uſe 
of meant, and yet not immediate. Burhere lies your-perpetual Miſtake, as 
though nothing could be an immediate Revelation, but what is a Revelation 
of ſome Doctrine never revealed before whereas if there be a further Ex- 
planatign of that Doctrine in as Irfall}ble a manner as the Apoſtles at firſt 
revealed it, that Explanation is by as immediate a Revelation, as the firſt 


Diſcovery of it, As is clear in the Council of the Apoſtles, for I hope you 


will · not deny, but rhe non-obligatiog of the Ceremonial Lam was in ſome 
manner revealed to them before ; and yet I hope you will not ſay, but the 


Apoſtles had an immÞdiate Revelation as to what they decreed in that Coun- 


cil. It is very plain therefore, that when you ſay, General Councils neither 
hive erred nor tan err in their Definitions, they uſurp as great a Privilege 
thereby as ever the Apoſtles had, and 9 it mult have as immediate 
an Iuſpiration. For, never was there any fu 

Prophets or Apoſtles, as did ſuppale an abſolute Impoſſibility of Error; but 
it was wholly hypothetical in 7 of Divine Aſſiſtance, which hindred them 
from any Capacity of erring ſo lang as that eominued with them and no 


longer. For, Iuſpiration was no'permanent Habit, but a traußent Ad inthem ; 


and that being removed, they were liable to Errors as Well as others; 


from whence it follows, that where Revelations were moll-immediate, they 


did no more than what you aſſume to your Church, viz. preſerve them from 
actual Error in declaring God's Will.. So that nothing can be more evident 
than that you challenge as great an Iufall;bility, and as immediate Afi- 
ftanceof God's Spirit in Councils as ever the Prophets and Apoſtles had. And 


ch Iufallibility, either in the 


therefore that Divine was in the right, of whom Camus ſpeaks, who aſſert- Can, ge g. 


ed, That fince General Councils were Infallible, their Definitions ought to be 


' equalled with the Scriptures themſelves. And although, Canus and others 


diſlike this, it is rather becauſe of the odzum which would follow it, than 
for any juſt Reaſon they give, why it ſhould not follow. For they not on- 


ly ſuppoſe as great a Certaluty or Jefallibility in the Decrees of both, but an 


equal OZligation-to internal Aſſent in thoſe to whom they are declared. 
Which doth further prove, that the Revelation muſt be immediate for if 


by virtue of thoſe Definitiong, we are obliged to aſſent tothe Doctrines 
contained in them as Infallibly true, there muſt be an immediate Divine 
Authority which muſt command our Aſſet. For nothing ſhort of that 


can oblige us to believe any thing as of Divine Revelation; now Councils 


require, that we muſt believe their Definitions to be Divine Truths, though: - 


Men were not obliged to believe them to be fo, before thoſe Definitions. 
For that is yourexpreſs Doctrine, That though the Matters decreed in Coun- 
cils were in ſome manner revealed before, yet not ſo as to oblige all Men with an 


explicite aſſent to believe them ; bur after the Definitions of Coyncils they 


are bound to do. jr. So that though there be not an H newly revealed, 
yet there ariſeth a »ewObligation to internal Aſſent; Which Obligation can- 
not come but from zzmediate Divine Authority. If vou ſay, The Obligation 


comes not ſimply by virtue of the Council's Definitions,” but by a Command ex- 


tant in Scripture, whereby all are bound to give this Aſſent to the Decrees of 
_ ; | > - Councils; 


5 * * 2 — k 
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Councils ; I then ſay, we mult be excuſed from it, till you have diſcharged 
this new Ohligatios upon youtſelf, by producing tome expreſs Teftimony of 
Scripture to that purpoſe ; which is, Ichink, ſufficient ro keep our Minds 
at Liberty from this internal Aſſent to the Detigitions of General Council; 
by virtue of any Iafallibility in them. And thus having more at large con- 
ſidercd the Nature of this Infallibility which you challenge to Geypraf 
Councils, and having ſhewed that it implies as immediate a Revelation ag 
the Apoſtles had; the ſecond thing is ſufficiently demonſtrated, That thi; 
Infallibility cannot ſuppoſe diſcurſiveneſs with Fallibility in the uſe of the 
means, becauſe tlieſe two are repugnant to each other. A 
b. 16. The next thing to be conſidered, is, Stapleton's Argument, why Councils 
muſt be Prophetital in the Conc luſion; Leſs that which is determined by the 
Church is matter of Faith, and not of Knowledge, and the aſſent required elſe 
would not be an aſſent of Faith, but an Habit of Knowledge. « To which his 
Lordſhip anſwers, That he ſees no Inconvenience in it, if it be granted * for 
one and the ſame Concluſion may be Faith to the Believer, that cannot prove; 
and, knowledge to the learned, that can. Which he fufther explains thus: 
Some 9 Principles which Reaſon cannot demonſtrate ſimply, muſt be 
ſuppoſed in order to Faith; but theſe Principles being owned, Reaſin Leing 
thereby inlightned, that may ſerve to convert or convince Philoſophers, and 
the great Men of Reaſon in the very point of Faith where it is at the higheſt, 
This he brings down to the Buſineſs of Councils; as to which, he ſaith, that 
the firſt immediate, fundamental Points of Faith, as they cannot be proved 
imply by Reaſon, ſo neither need they be determined by any Council, nor ever 
were they attempted, they are ſo plain ſet down in Scripture. If about the Senſe 
and true meaning of Pre or neceſſary Deduction out of the prime Articles of 
Faith, GeneraFGouncil, determine any thing, as they have done at Nice 41d 
the reſt; there is no Intonvenience, that one and the ſame Canon of the 
Council ſhould be believed as it reflects upon the Articles and Grounds indemon- 
fRrable ; and yet known to the Learned, by the means and proof, by which that 
Deduftion is vouched and made good. And again the concluſion of a Council, 
ſuppoſe that in Nice about the Conſubſtantiality of Chriſt with the Father, in it 
ſelf conſidered, is indemonſtrable by, Reaſon ; there (taith he) I Believe, and 
aſſent in Faith: but the ſame concluſion if you give me the ground of Scripture 
and the Creed (for ſomewhat muſt be Taree; in all whether Faith or Know- 
ledge) is demonſtrable by natural Reaſon againſt any Arrian in the World. So 
that he concludes, I he weaker ſort of Chriſtians may aſſent by Faith, where 
the more learned may build it on Reaſong, the Principles of Faith being ſuppoſed. 
This is the Subſtance of his Lordſhip's Diſcourſe. In Anſwer to which, 
you tell us, That the Biſhop ſeems to broach a new Doctrine, that the aſſent of 
P. 265- Faith may be an Habit of Knowledge. But ſurely (ſay you) Divine Faith i; 
according to the Apoſtle, Heb. 11. an Argument of things which do not appear, 
viz. by the ſame means, by which we give this. aſſent of Faith : wtherwiſe our 
Faith would not be free and meritorious. An Anſwer J muſt needs ſay, 
hugely ſuitable to your Principles, who are moſt concerned of all Men to 
ſet Reaſon at a diſtance from Faith; and ſo you do ſufficiently in this Dil- 
courſe of it. For it is no eaſie matter to underſtand what you mean, but 
that is not to be wondered at, ſince you make Oſcurity ſo neceſſary to 
Faith. Divine Faithis (you ſay) an Argument of things which do not appear. 
viz. by the ſame means, by which we give this aſſent of Faith. Do you mean 
that the Objefs of Faith do not appear? Or that the Reaſon of believing doth 
not? If only the former, which is all the Apoſtle means; that is no- 
thing to your purpoſe, for we are not enquiring, whether Men _ | 
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believe the Things which are not ſeen, but, whether the aſſent of Faith may 


not be conſiſtent with Reaſon : which I am ſo far from thinking any ſtrange 
Doctrine, that I cannot ſee how there can be an aſſent of Faith without 


| Reaſon, And they muſt be ſuch great Meriters at God's Hands, as you are, 


who muſt think ro oblige him with believing what you cannot under- 
ſtand, or fee any Ground in Reaſon for. For, aſſent being an Act of the 
Mind, cannot be clicited without ſufficient Reaſon perſwading the Mind to 


it; or elſe, it is ſo far from being free, and as you (who are ſo loth to be be- 
holding to God ; call it, meritorious, that it is brutiſh and irrational. Not 
that there are Demonſtrations to be expected for every thing we bel#®e, but 


there muſt be ſufficient Regſon for the Mind to build its Aſſent upon, and 
that Reaſom is Evidence, and that Evidence deſtroys that Ohſcuriiy which you 
make neceflary to Faith. Evidence, J ſay, not of the Object, but of the 
Reaſon and Obligation to aſſent. When you ſay; That Faith, as Faith, cannot 


be Kponledge, his Lordſhip grants it; but yet it doth not thence follow, that 


what may be believed by one may not be known by another; and thowgh 
-Chrift (as you add) did not ſet up a School of Ruomledge but of Faith, yet he 
did not ſet up a School of blind implicit Faith, but ſuch a one as confiſts of 
1 rational and diſcurſive Act of the Mind. You muſt not therefore expect 
that we ſhould believe the Definitions of Councils becauſe they pretend to 
be Infallible, but you muſt firſt convince our Reaſons that they are ſo, and 
then we ſhall aſſent ro them. But you have very well contrived your Bu- 
ſineſs, to have an obſcure, implicite Faith, for ſuch Doctrines which are ſo 
far from any Evidence of Reaſon) to OO ROY 605 
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The denying the Infallibility of | General Councils tales not away their ON 2nd 
* Authority. Of the Submiſſion due to them by all particulur Perſons. How 
far external Obedience is required in caſe they err. No violent Op oſition to be 
. 5 | M4; . | ' ; 4 4 hk * 

made againſt them. Rare Inconveniences hinder not the effect of 4 juſt Pon- 
er. It cannot rationally be ſappoſed, that ſuch General Councils as are here 

' meant ſhould often or dangerouſly err. The true Notion of a General Coun- 
cil explained . The Freedom requiſite in the Proceedings of it. The Rule 


it muſt judge by. Gres: difference between external Obedience, and internal 


aſſent to the Decrees of Councils. This later unites Men in Error, not the 


former. As great Uncertainties ſuppoſing General Councils Infallible as 
not. Not ſo great certainty requiſite for | Submiſſion as Faith. Whe- 
' ther the Romaniſts Doctrine of the Iufallibility of Councils, or ours, tend 
more to the Churches Peace? St. Auſtin explained. The Ryys according ro 
him given to the Church. No unremediable Inconvenience, ſuppoſing 4 Cine. 
ral Council err. But Errors in Faith are 27 ing them Infallible when 
they are not. The Church hath Power to reverſe the Decrees of General Coun- 
cils. The Power of Councils not by Divine Inſtitution. Ihe Unreaſonable- 
neſs of making the Infallivility of Councils depend on the . Confirmation. 
No conſent aug the Romaniſts about the Subject of 25 i | | 
Pope or Council. No Evidence from Scripture, Reaſon, of Antiquity, for 
the Pope's Perſonal Infallivility. 1 — 


* 


THE frf Queſtion being thus diſpatched, I now come to the ſecond, 

'' which is, Of what Uſe and Authority General Councils are in the 

Charch, ſuppoſing them not Infallible And here again two things are to be 
| | examined ; 


8 


bility, whether in 
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513 | "Of che Uſe and Auilurity of General Councils. Part III. 
examined; (firſt, Ham far General Councils are to be ſubmitted to. Second- 
ly, Hſhetber aur Opinion or yours tend more to the Peace of the Church ; for 
both cheſe his Lordſhip handles diſtinctly, and ſo ſhall we. For the firſt, 
nothing is more neceſſary than throughly to underſtand his Lordſhip s 
meaning, which he maſt fully delivers in theſe Words. General. Council; 
lawfully called and andered and lawfully g- are a great and amful Repre- 
ſentation, and cgunot err in Matters of Faith, keeping themſelves to God's 
Rule, and wot attempting to male a new one of their ou; and are with all Sub. 
wriffion to he abſerurd by every Chriſtian, where Scipture, or evident Demonſira. 
tic, comes not againſt them, Two things you mainly object againſt this 
Opinion. . hat in caſe ſuch 4 Council err, it tends only to unite Men in 
Error. 2. Who ſhall be Judge of all thoſe Conditions implyed in the Councils 
Proceedings ? To theſe two, all that I can find material ſcattered up and 
down in your Diſcourſe on this Subject, may be reduced. For the 
fit, we muſt conſider the occaſion of hisLordſhip's Entrance into this Sub. 
jal concerning General Councils, how far they may err, or not, which he ſairh 
is a Queſtion of great Conſequence in the Church of God. For to ſay they can- 
not err, leaves the Church not only without Remedy againſt an Error once deter- 
mixed ; but alſo without Senſe that it may need a Remedy, and ſo without care 
40 ſeek it, which is the Miſery of the Church of Rome at this Day. To ſay they 
can err, ſeems to expoſe the Members of the Church to. an uncertainty and wave. 
ring in the Faith, to make unquiet Spirits not only to diſteſpect former Councils 
of the Churdh, but alſo to ſlight and contemn whatſoever they may now determine, 
So that, great Inconveniences appeating on both ſides, his Lordſhip 
endeavours to ſteer his Courſe ſo as not to daſh on the Rocks of either 
ſide, by betraying the Churches Faith in aſſerting their Infallibility, or the 
Churches Peace by acknowledging them fallible. But as he could not ſee 
any Reaſon to believe them Infallible, ſo neither could he ſee any Neceſſity that 
the Churches Peace ſhould be broken, ſyppoſing them not to be fo. And the 
moſt obvious Objection being, If a General ( ouncil be fallible, what is to be 
P.:14 done in caſe it ſbould err > For that, he propounds this Expedient, That the 
Determination of a General Council erring was to ſtand in Force, and to have ex- 
ternal Obedience at the leaſt yielded to it, till Evidence of Scripture, or a Demon- 
ſtration to the contrary made the Error appear; and until thereupon another 
Council of equal 4 2 did reverſe it. And he aſter explains what he 
P. 226. means by this external Obedience, viz. That which conſiſts in Silence, Patience, 
and Forbearance yielded to it: which he builds on this Reaſon, That Contro- 
verſies ariſing in the Church muſt have ſome end, or they ll tear all in ſunder : there- 
fore ſugpaſing 4 General Council ſhould err, and an erring Decree be by the Law it 
felf. invalid, I would have it, (faith end wiſely conſidered again (ſuppoſing the 
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Council not to err in Fundament al Verity) whether it be not fit to allow a General 
- Council that Nonour and Privilege, which all other great Courts haue; Namely, 
P. 227. that there be a Declaration of the Invalidity of its decrees, as well as of the Lans 

of other Courts, before private Men can take Liberty to refuſe Obedience. There- | 

fore he concludes, That this ſeems moſt fit and neceſſary for the Peace Chriſten- 

dam, unleſs in caſe the Error be manifeſt and intolerable, or that the whole Church 
upon peaceable and juſt Complaint of this Error neglect or refuſe to call a Council to 
examine it : and there come in National and Provincial Councils to reform for 
themſelves. Theſe Words contain the full account of his Lordſhip's Opinion, 
which you charge with ſo wary Interclaſhings and Inconveniences. The firſt of 
which is, That it tends only to oblige all the Members of the Church to an Unity 
in Error againſt Scripture and Demonſtration, during their whole Lives, or rather 
to the World's end; | ſuch an Utopian redifying Council as the Bier 5 
anfies, 
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examined; firſt, Hom far General Councils are to be ſubmitted to. Second- 
ly, U Hetlier our Opinion or yours tend more to the Peace of the Charch for 
both theſe his Lordſhip handles diſtinctly, and ſo ſhall we. For the firſt 
nothing is more neceſſary than throughly to underſtand his Lordſhips 
meaning, which he moſt fully delivers in theſe Words. General. Councils 


lawfully called and ordered and lawfully proceeding, are agreat and amful Repre-. 
ſentation, and caunot err in Matters of Faith, keeping themſelves to God's 


Rule, and not attempting to male a new one of their own ; and are with all Suh. 
miſſion to be obſerved by every Chriſtian, where Scipture, or evident Demonſira- 


tion, comes not againſt them, Two things you mainly object againſt this 


Opinion. 1. That in caſe ſuch a Council err, it tends only to unite Men in 
Error. 2. Who ſhall be Judge of all thoſe Conditions implyed in the Councils 
Proceedings ? To theſe two, all that I can find material ſcattered up and 
down in your Diſcourſe on this Subject, may be reduced. For the 
firſt, we muſt conſider the occaſion of hisLordſhip's Entrance into this Sb. 
gect concerning General Councils, how far they may err, or not, which he ſaith 
1s a Queſtion of great Conſequence in the Church of God. For to ſay they can« 
not err, leaves the Church not only without Remedy againſt an Error once deter. 
mixed ; but alſo without Senſe that it may need a Remeay, and ſo without care 
10 ſeek it, which is the Miſery of the Church of Rome at this Day. To ſay they 
can err, ſeems to expoſe the Members of the Church to an uncertainty and wave- 
ring in the Faith, to make unquiet Spirits not only to aijrejpett former Council; 
of the Church, but alſo to ſlight and contemn whatſoever they may nom determine. 
So that, great Inconveniences appcating on both ſides, his Lordſhip 


endeavours to ſtcer his Courſe ſo as not to daſh on the Rocks of either 


ſide, by betraying the Churches Faith in aſſerting their Infallibility, or the 
Churches Peace by acknowledging them fallible. But as he could not ſee 
any Reaſon to believe them Infallible, ſo neither could he ſeeany Neceſſity that 
the Churches Peace ſhould be broken, ſyppoſing them not to be fo. And the 
moſt obvious Objection being, If 4 General Council be fallible, what is to be 
done in caſe it ſhould err > For that, he propounds this Expedient, That the 
Determination of a General Council erring was to ſtand in Force, and to have ex- 
ternal Obedience at the leaſt yielded to it, till Evidence of Scripture, or a Demon- 

ration to the contrary made the Error appear; and until thereupon another 
Council of equal Authority did reverſe it. And he after explains what he 
means by this external Obedience, viz. That which conſiſts in Silence, Patience, 
and Forbearance yielded to it: which he builds on this Reaſon, That Contro- 
verſies ariſing in the Church muſt have ſome end, or they ll tear all in ſander : there- 
fore ſuppoſing a General Council ſhould err, and an erring Decree be by the Law it 


felf invalid, I would have it, (faith . wiſely conſidered again (ſuppoſing tie 


Council not to err in Fundamental Verity) whether it be not fit to allow a General 
Council that Honour and Privilege, which all other great Courts have ; Namely, 


that there be a Declaration of the Invaliaity of its decrees, as well as of the Laus. 


of other Courts, before private Men can take Liberty to refuſe Obedience. There- 
fore he concludes, That this ſeems moſt fit and neceſſary for the Peace of Chriſten- 
dom,unleſs iu caſe the Error be ny and intolerable, or that the whole Church 
upon peaceable and juſt Complaint of this Error neglect or refuſe to call a Council to 


examine it : and there come in National and Provincial Councils to reform for 
themſelves. Theſe Words contain the full account of his Lordſhip's Opinion, 
which you charge with ſo any Interclaſhings and Inconveniences. The firſt of 
which is, That it tends only to oblige all the Members of the Church to an Unity 
in Error againſt Scripture and Demonſtration, during their whole Lives, or rather 
to the World's end; ſince ſuch an Utopian rect. hing Council as the no by 
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Fancies,y is mayglly impoſſible ever to be had; and therefore you call it a ſtrange 
(not to ſay an tmpious) Doctrine, advanced without 5 — of. God. be 
or Antiquity, nay contrary to all ſolid Reaſon. F 
This being a Charge of the higheſt, Nature, and managed with ſuch un- 
\meaſurable Confidence, we muſt ſomewhat further enquire into the Grounds 
of his Lordſhip's Opinion, to ſee whether it be guilty of theſe Crimes or 
no. There are three things therefore muſt be cleared in order to his Lord- 
ſhip's Vindication. 1. The Deſignof his Diſcourſe. 2. The Suppoſitions 
he makes as to the Proceedings of the Coancil. 3. The Obligation of its 
Decregs ſuppoſing that it ſnould err. N 17 j 
1. The deſign of his Diſcourſe is to be conſallad; which is to remedy a 
ſuppoſable Inconvenience, and to provide for the Churches Peace, For the 
firſt Queſtion in debate was, Whether a General Council might err, or no. In 


- 


which his Lordſhip gives ſufficient Evidence from Serjptwre, . Antiquity, and 


Reaſon, that it might. But then here comes an Inconvenience to be re- 
moved; for his Aawerſary objects, What are me then nearer Yo Unity after a 
Council hath determined, ſappoſing it May err 2 To this his Lordſhip ſuits his 
Anſwer : wherein we ought to conſidet that the Inconvenience objected 
is, on his Lordſhip's Suppoſit ions, one of the rara contingentia; and ſuch a 
one ought not to deſtroy a Principle of Goverument in all other Caſes uſe- 
ful and neceſſary. For there cannot poſſibly be any way thought of for Peace 
and Government, but there may be a 8 
Inconvenience; but that not heing neceſſary, nor immediately conſequent 
upon it, but ſomething which may happen and far more probably may not, 
it ought not to hinder the obtaining of that, which is generally both uſe- 
ful and neceſſary. To give you a parallel caſe to this: It is granted on 
all Hands that the c:v11 Authority of a Nation is Fallible, and therefore we 
may ſuppoſe it actually to err, and that ſo far as to bind Men by Law to 
ſomething in it ſelf unjawful. Will pou fay now, that the intent of civil 
Authority is to bind Men neceſſarily to Sin? I hope, you will not; but by this 
you may e aſily ſee the Fallacy of your arguing againſt his Lordſhip ; for it 
is an Inconvenience indeed ſuppotable, but not at all zeceſſary ; if he had 
ſaid indeed, that General Councils muſt neceſſarily err, your Argument had 
been ſtrong againſt him; but as it is, it hath no more Force againſt his 
Aſſertion, than the Suppoſition before made hath againſt civil Authority. 
For that caſe may be 7 that ſugh a Lam may paſs; but, doth this 
hinder Men from their Ohligation to Duty and Submiſſion to a juſt Authori- 
ty? or, Will you have Men preſently to renounce Obedience, and to repeal 
ſuch a Law themſelves, and not rather in all Ways of Duty and Reverence 
to Authority make known their juſt Complaints and deſire a Redreſs by the 
Hands of Supream Authority? And this is all which his Lordſhip aims at, that 
in cafe a General Conncil ſhould err (which is not cafily jmaginable upon his 
Suppoſitions) it tends more to the Churches Peace for private Men not to op- 
poſe the Decrees of it, but to endeavour that another General Council be 
called to repeal it, and till then to preſerve the Churches Peace, ſuppoſing 
the Error not manifeſt or intolerable. In this caſe then there are two Incon- 
veniences put: the one of them is, That when a Council is ſuppoſed to err, 


ition made of ſome- notable - 


every particular Man may be at Liberty to oppoſe the Decrees of it, and ſo 


put the Church into Confuſion ; the other is, That though private Men may 
know it to be an Error, yet they ſhould be patient till the Charch by ano- 
ther Council may repeal it: Now theſe two Inconveniences being laid toge- 
ther, the Queſtion is, Which is the greater 2 His Lordſhip with a grear deal 
of Reaſon judges the former to he: becauſe in the latter caſe it is only a 
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ſilencing of ſome leſs neceſſary Truth for ſome time; but in the other it is 


an expoſing the Church to the fury of Mens turbulent pirits. But thut 
which ſhews the unreaſonablenets of your Objection, That this is the way 
to bind the Church to an Union in Errar, is, that- this doth not neceſſariſy 
follow from his Lordſhip's Opinion, but is only a caſe ſuppoſeable; and 
no rare Inconvenience ought ro prejudice a general good: And the Peace 
of the Church in ſuch a caſe ought to be preferred before private Mens Sa- 
tis faction. 5 , de Sons # 
But this will further appear, if we conſider, ſecondly,” the Suppoſfirions 
his Lordſhip makes; for by that we ſhall ſee, how rarciy incident chi caſe 
is: for, I hope, the ſuppoſing that a General Council may ert, doth not ſup. 

ſe that it muſt neceſſarily err; and granting thoſc things which are Jup. 
poſed by him, it is a tare caſe that it ſnhould err For theſe things are by him 
ſuppoſed. . I hat it muſt be a Council lawfully called und ordered ; and to, 
not ſuch Councils as that of Trent was, or any like it; wherein the Pope 
gives only a General Summons, and that it mult be called a General Council 
on that account, how few Biſhops ſoever appear in it, nay; though the far 
gteateſt part of the Chriſtian World be excluded from it: but it muſt be 
ſuch a Council as may be acknowledged to be General, by the General Con- 
ſent of the Chriſtian Worlds For that We would make our Fadge in the 
caſe ; as it was in the four firſt General Councils. Not that we would 
ſtand upon Biſhops being actually preſent from every particular Church, 
but that ſuch a Number be preſent from the greateſt Churches, as may make 
it not be ſuſpected to be meerly a Faction, packed dab ien for the Intereſt 
of ſome potent Frelate; but that they do ſo indifferently meet from all 
Parts, that there may be no juſt grou dof Suſpicion, that they deſign any 
thing but the common good of the Chriſtian World. And therefore we 


acknowledge the firſt four General Councils to be truly ſuch, in our preſent = 


Senſe ; neither do we quarrel at them, becauſe ſo few Biſpops were preſent, 
who lived out of the Roman Empire; for, ſuppoſing the Church at the ſame 


freedom from particular Intereſis that it was then, and ſo great a Number of 


Biſhops aſſembled together, we look onit to be ſo great and awful a Repreſen- 
tation, that its Determinations ought not to be oppoſed by any Catlin or 
turbulent Spirits. And incaſe ſome Biſhops be not preſent from ſome Charch- 
es, whether Eaſtern or Weſtern, yet if upon the publiſhing thoſe Decrees, they 
be univerſally accepted, that doth,ex poſt-faito, make the Council truly Occume- 
ical. By this you ſee, what we mean by a General Council. And, for 
the calling of it; though we ſay, it ſhould be by the conſent of the chief 
Patriarchs, yet the Right and Cuſtom of the ancient Church clearly carries it, 
that it ought to be ſummoned by the Authority of Chriſtian Princes: for, no- 
thing can be more evident to ſuch, who will not ſhut their Eyes againſt the 
cleareſt Evidence, than that the firſt General Councils (before the Pope had got 
the better of the Emperors) were ſummoned by the Emperor's Command 
and Authority; and fince the Diviſion of the Empire into ſo many King- 
doms and Principalities, the conſent of Chriſtian Princes is neceſſary on the 


ſome Grounds. N either ought it only to be a General Council, and lawfully cal- 


led hut lawfully ordered too. vix. that no Prelate challenge himſelf ſuch a Pre- 


f dency not in, but over the Council. that his Inſtructions muſt be looked on as 


the ond Chart they muſt ſteer their Courſe by; and that nothing be debated, 
but proprmentibus Legatis. as it was at Trent for theſe things take away ut- 
terlv chat Freedog: which is neceſſary for a General Council. And therefore 
his Lor/ypjuſtly requires, 2, That the Council do proceed lawfully; which 
it cannot . if ir be o122-awed, as the ſecond Epheſine was by Dioſcorns _ 

his 
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his Party; or if Practices be uſed, as at Ariminum : but there mult be the 


ceateſt freedom in Debares, no canvaſing for Votes, but every one ſuffered 
to deliver his Judgment, without Prejudice or Partiality, that thoſe who 
give theit Judgments, deliver their Reaſons before, and not only appear i 
Pontificalibus, to give their Placet. That the Biſhops preſent, be Men of 
unqueſtionable Abilities, and generally preſumed to be well acquainted with 
the Matters to be debared there : For otherwiſe nothing would be more 
ealie, than for the more ſubtil Men, under ambiguous Expreſſions, and fait 
pretences to bring over a great Number of the reſt to them, who want either 
Judgment or Learning enough to diſcern their Deſigns. And this is ſuppo- 
{ed to be the caſe of thre Council at Ariminum, where the Occidental Biſhops, 
for want of Learning were over-reached by the Subtilty of the Arrian Party. 
3. His Lordſhip ſuppoſes, That this Council keeps it ſelf to God's Rule, and 
not attempt to make a nem one of their own : For in ſo doing they commit an 
Errot in the firſt Concoct ion, which will be incorrigible afterwards. And this is 
not only reaſonable, but juſt and neceſſary, becauſe nothing can be a Rule 
of Faith, but what is of immediate divine Revelation; and this hath been 
the Practice of the firſt Ge neral Councils, which never owned or proceeded 
by any other Rule of Faith but this. Theſe things being ſuppoſed, May 
we not juſtly fay, That an erring Determination of ſuch a Council ſo pro- 
ceeding, is arare Caſe? Since we believe, that God will not deny to any 
particular Perſon {who doth ſincerely ſeek. jt) the Xuowledge of his Truth, 
much leſs may we think he will do it to ſuch an awful Repreſentation of the 
Church, when aſſembled together purpoſely for finding out that Truth, 
which may be of ſo great Conſequence to the Chriſtian World. For both 
the Truth of God's Promiſes, the goodneſs of God to his People, and his 
peculiar Care of his Church, ſeem highly concerned, that ſuch a Council 
ſhould not be guilty of any notorious Error. tha | 
But, becauſe we deny not, but ſuch. a Council is fallible, therefore we 
grant the caſe may be put, that ſuch'a Council may err; and the Queſtion 
is, What is to be done then? Whether every particular Perſon may oppoſe ſuch 
a Determination, or ſubmit till another Council reverſe the Decrees of it. His 
Lordſhip aſſerts the latter; and ſo we come to the effect of ſuch an erring 
Decree, which was the third thing to be ſpoken to. As to which, theſe 
things muſt be conſidered, 1. That he doth not aſſert, that Men are bound 
to believe the Truth of that Decree, but not openly to oppoſe it. For ſo he ſpeaks 
exprelly of external Obedience, and at leaſt ſo far as it conſiſts in Silence, Pa- 
tience, and Forbearance yielded to it. And therefore you are greatly deceived, 
when with ſuch confidence you alert, That this obliges all the Members of the 
Church to Unity in Error; for that is only conſequent upon your Principle, 
that the Decrees of General Councils are to be believed by an internal Aſſent : 
for this indeed would neceſſarily oblige them to Unity in Error; but the 
moſt that is conſequent on his Lordfſhip's Opinion, is, that in ſuch. caſes. 
wherein a General Council hath erred, Men ought rather to be {lent for a 
time as to ſome Truth, than to break the Churches Peace. In the mean time; 
he doth not deny, but that Men may be bound to follow their. own Jude: 
ments in the Diſcovery of Truth; nay, and they may uſe all means conſiſt- 
ent with the Churches Peace, to promote that Truth; for he allows that juſt 
Complaints may be made to the Church for reverſing the Decrees of the former 
Council, and this cannot be without diſcovering the Error of that Council. And 
I hope this Liberty of diſſent and juſt Complaint, is ſufficient to keep all the 
Members of the Church from being united in Error. And, TI pray Sir, 
What cauſe is there now for ſuch hideous Out-cries, that this is ſuch a ſtrange 
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and impious Doctrine, againſt Scripture, Antiquity, and ſolid Reaſon, which 
appears, for all that I can ſee, very juſt and reaſonable, taking ir in the way 
which he explains himſelf in? Bur, whereas you object, I hat this will tec 

Men in Error to the World's end, becauſe ſuch a Council is morally impoſſible 
it is caſie to ſhew you, that if the rect ihying Council be impollible, the Ge. 
eral erring Council is equally impoſlible; therefore there is no danger 
coming that way neither. And that ſuch General Councils are grown ſuch 
morally impoſſible things, we may in a great Meaſure thank your Church 
for it, which hates as much ſuch a true rectiſying Council (as you call it) as 


the Court of Rome does a thorough Reformation. For, all your deſign is, to per- 


ſwade Men, that thoſe only are General Councils, which have the Pope's Sum- 
mons, and wherein he rules, and, in effect, does all; and to perſwade Men 
to believe the Decrees of ſuch Councils, is the moſt effectual way in the 
World to unite Men in the belief of Errors to the World's end. For, as long as 
the Pope's Intereſt can carry it, to be ſure, all rectifying Councils, ſhall be (as 
you ſay) Utopian too; for he will prevent, if. poſlible, their ever appear- 
ing in Europe. Therefore all this Diſcourſe of his Lordſhip doth ſuppoſe 
ſuch a ſtate of the Church, as that was in the time of the Nicene Councils, 
and after; when there might be a Liberty of calling ſuch Councils, that in 
caſe one errs, another might be ſummoned to reverſe it. But this is not 
to be expected in fæce Romuli, in this ſtate of the Chriſtian World, that there 
ſhould be ſuch a General Council ſo called, and fo proceeding as he ſuppoſes, 
and therefore there is no ſuch danger of being united in Error, by vertue of 
its Decrees ; but if the ſtate of things would bear ſuch a Council ſo decree- 
ing, we might as well think it would bear another to reverſe it, if need 
were, and then his Lordſhip's Suppoſition would come to act, that in the in- 
terſtice of thoſe Councils,private Men ought not to oppoſe the Decrees of the 


former, bur patiently wait till the latter reverſe them. But, as things are 


now in the Chriſtian World, his Lordſhip doth not ſuppoſe that any Council 
hath ſuch a Power to oblige, becauſe it calls it ſelf a General Council; but a 
truly General Council being, as you ſay, morally impoſſible, nothing is left 
bur that the Church reform itſelf by Parts, and wait to give an account of 
its Proceedings therein, till ſuch a General Council as we before deſcribed, be 
aſſembled in the Chriſtian World. Thus we ſee, how vain and empty your 
firſt Objection is, That from his Lordſhip's Opinion, it would follow, that the 


Church muſt be united in Error, which is only the direct conſequent of your 


own Aſſertion, That Men are bound to believe the Decrees' of thoſe you 
call General Councils to be Infallible. | 

Your next great Objection is, That this Doctrine expoſes all to Uncertain- 
ties; for, Who ſhall be Fudge,whether it be a lawful Council, and proceeds lawful- 
ly 2 Whether the Errors be fundamental and intolerable or no Whether there le 
Scripture and Demonſtration againſt themor no? For, if every Man be Judge, 
there can be no Submiſſion to any General Council. This is the force of the 
many Words, which, in ſeveral Places, you ſpend upon this Subject; and 
therefore I ſhall conſider them together. I anſwer therefore, 1. In gene- 
ral, if this be ſo intolerable an Inconvenience, it is unavoidable upon your 
own Principles; and therefore it is unreaſonable to object that to another, 


which you cannot quit your ſelf of. For you ſay, That the Infallibilityof 


General Councils confirmed by the Pope, is the beſt way to end Controverſies; 


but there is not one term in the main Propoſition, but is liable to the lame 


Uncertainty which you here object to his Lordſhip; for, 1. You do not lay, 
that all Councils are Infallible, but only General Councils, Who then ſhall be 


Judge, whether the Council you would have me believe, be General or 7 
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You do not ſay, that all muſt be there to make a General Council, but the 
Pope's general Summons is ſufficient : But, Who muſt be Fudge, whether that 
be ſufficient or no? You ſay ſo; but, I ſee no Reaſon for ir. Muſt you be my 
Judge, or I my own? If I may be my own Judge, ſo muſt every one elſe, and 
lo every Man is left to believe what Councils to be General he pleaſe himſelf, 
2. You ſay, General Councils are Tnfallthle : Who muſt be Fadge of that too: 
Muſt the Council be infallibly believed init? But that is the thing in Qzeſtion. 
Muſt the Pope be Judge? But no Man (you ſay) is bound to believe him t- 
fallible without the Council. Muſt the Scripture be Judge? But, Who muſt 
Judge what the Sexſe of the Scripture is? 3. Who muſt be Fudge in what 
Senſe, and how far the Council is Infallible? Whiv muſt jacke, how the 
Council comes to be 7ufallible in the Concluſion, that was fallible in the fe 
of the Means ? And when any Controverſie ariſes concerning the meaning 
of the Decrees of the Council, Who muſt be Fudge, which is the Infallible 
Senſe of them ? For there is but one Seyſe Infallibie, though the Words 
may bear many, and unleſs I know which is the afallible Senſe, Tam not 
bound to yield my aſſent to it. But, Who muſt decide this? The Ceuncil 
cannot; for that leaves no Expoſition with the Decrees. The Pope can- 
not; for he is not Iufallihle without the Council. So that ſtill it falls to eve- 
ry Man's private Reaſon, to judge of it. 4. Who muſt be judge, that the 
Pope's Confirmation is neceſſary to make the Decrees 7ufallible ?' Not the 
Council without the Pope, nor the Pope without the Council; for, you ſay, 
Me are not bound to believe them Infallible, but as they are together. And to- 
gether they cannot, for that is the Queſtion, Why not a Council without the 
hen did Pope and Council 
determine, that no Council without the Pope, is Infallible? but the contrary 
hath been determined by a Council, viz. that a Council is above the Pope, 
and conſequently needs not his Confirmation. So that for all your pretend- 
ing to end Controverſies, you leave Men at as great Uncertainties as a 
whatſoever. Being not able to reſolve ſome of the moſt neceſſary Queſti- 
ons, in order to the Churches Peace, according to your own Principles. 

2. I anſwer more particularly, that his Lordſhips Opinion doth not ex- 
pole near to ſo great Uncertainties as yours doth ; upon this Reaſon, becauſe 
your requiring an internal Aſent to the Dectees of Councils, and Infallible 
Certainty in all that Men believe, muſt of Neceſſity leave Men inthe greareſt 
Perplexities, where you cannot give them that kind of Cerzainty on which 
they may build their Faith; but, his Lordſhip only requiring exrer»al Obedi- 
ence to the Decrees of Councils, a far leſs degree of Certainty will be ſufficient. 
That is, ſuch a kind of Moral Certaiuty, as things of that nature ate capable 
of. You ask then, Nh ſhall be Fudge, whether a Council were lawfully called, 
and did lawfully proceed or no? Lanſwer, let every Man be Judge according to 
the general denſe and Reaſon of Mankind. If there were ſufficiear Autho- 
rity for calling them together, according to the known Practice of the 
Church; if there was no plain Ground of Suſpicion of any Practices by the 


Power of any particular Prelate; no Complaints made of it, either in, or 


aſter the Council; if there be no plain Evidence that it takes any other Rules 
for its Decrees, but the Scripture, then we ſay, They are bound to yield ex- 
ternal Obedience to them, ſuppoſing the Council generally received in the 


Chriſtian World for a /awfu! and General Council. If you ask again, How _ 


ſhould it be known when Errors are manifeſt aud intol erable, and when wot > We 
here appeal to Scripture interpreted by the concurrent Senſe of the Primitive 
Church, the common Reaſon of mankind (ſuppoſing the Scripture to be the 
Rule of Faith) the conſent of wiſe and lea rned Men; which certainly will 
prevent the Exorbitances and capricious Humours of any phantaſtical Spi- 
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Spirits, which may cry out, That the moſt received Truths, ever ſince Chriſli- 


anity was in the World, are intolerable Errors. If you are reſolved yet fur- 
ther to ask, Who ſhall be judge what a neceſſary Reaſon or demonſtration is » His 
Lordſhips tells you, I think plain enough, from Hooker, what is underlivos 
by it, viz. ſuch as being propoſed to any man, and underſtood, the mind cannot 
chuſe but inwardly aſſent to it. Andy Do you require any other Judge but 4 
Man's own Reaſon in this Caſe ? But, you ſay, Cthers call their Arguments 
Demonſtrations ; but let them ſubmir to this way of Tryal, and they may ſoon 
be convinced that they are not. Still you ſay, 7. 70 will not be convinced but 
will break the Peace of the Church, ſuppoſing they have ſufficient Evidence for 
what they ſay. But if men will be unreaſonable, who can help it 2 Can you, with 
telling them Councils areInfallible? I doubt you would hear of more Argu- 
ments than you could well ſatisfie againſt that preſently. We appeal then to 
the common Reaſon of Mankind, Whether it be not a far more probable Way 
to end Controverfies, to pet ſwade men in diſputable Matters, to yield externa. 
Obedience to the Decrees of a lawful general Council, than to tell them, they 
are bound to believe whatever they decree to be infallibly true? And there. 
fore youare very much miſtaken, when — ſay, His Lordſhip declines the main 
Queſtion, which is, of the neceſſity of ſubmitting to a living Judge, or a defin;- 
tive Sentence, in caſe two Parties, equal for Learning and Integrity, both pretend 
to equal Evidence for what they ſay ; for his Lordſhip doth not deny, but that 


in ſuch a Caſe the ſubmitting to a definitive Sentence, may be a reaſonable 


way to end the Controverſie; but then the Difference between you lies in 
two things. 1. That you would bind men to internal Aſſent to the Decrees of 


a Council, as being Infallible ; but his Lordſhip ſaich, They bind to external 


Obedience, as being the Supremeſt Fudicatory can be expected in the Church. 
2. You pretend, 7hat Councils called and confirmed by the Pope, are thus In- 
fallible, and our Supreme Judge in Matters of Faith; his Lordſhip juſtly 
denies that, and ſays, That a Free General Council obſervins the ſame Con- 
ditions which the firſt did, is the only equal and indifferent Judge. So thar the 
Queſtion is not ſo much, Whether there ſhall be a /zving Fudge? as, Who 
ſhall be he? And, How far the definitive Sentence binds ? And, What is to 
be done, incaſe there cannot be a free and indifferent Judge: For in this Caſe 
weſay, Every Church is bound to regard her own Purity and Peace, and, 
in caſe of Corruptions, to procced to a Reformation of them. | 
We now come to the remaining Enquiry, which is, Whether your Doctrine, 
or ours, tends more to the Churches Peace? For clearing of this, his Lord- 


ſhip premiſes theſe Things by way of Conſidera tions. 1. That there is no ne- 


ceſſity of any ſach Infallibility in the Church, as was in the. Apoſtles. 2. That 
what Infallibility or Authority belongs to the Church, doth primarily reſide in the 
whole Body of the Church, and not in a General Council. 3. That in caſe a Gene. 
ral Councal err, the whole Church hath full Authority to repreſent her ſelf in ano- 
ther Council, and ſo to redreſs what was amiſs either practiſed, or concluded And 
ſo upon theſe Principles his Lordſhip faith, Here is a ſufficient Remedy for what 
is amiſs, and yet no infringing any lawful Authority in the Church ; and yet he 
grants, as the Church of England doth, that a general Council may err. But 
he faith, It dothnot follow, becauſe the Church may err, therefore ſhe may not 
govern. For the Church hath not only a Paſtoral Power to teach and direct, but 
a Pretorian alſo, to control and cenſure too where Errors or Crimes areagainſt 
Points fundamental, or of great Conſequence. Thus he repreſents the Advan- 
tages which follow upon his Opinion, afrer which he comes to the Ditad- 
vantages of yours. But we muſt firſt conſider, what you have to obhiedt 
againſt what his Lordſhip hath here delivered. To the firſt you Jay 


nothing, 
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thing, but that Srapleron and Bellarmine attribute moredufallibility to the 
Church, than his Lordſhip doth, which is an excellent way to prove the Ne- F 265. 
ceſſity of it, if you had firſt proved thoſerwo Authors Infallible. To the 
ſecond, your Anſwer is more large ; for his Lordſhip to confirm what he 
ſaid, That the Power arfth Authority; given by Chriſt, lies in che whole | 
Church, produces that ſayiſig of 8. 0h That S. Peter did not receive the Aug. de Ain: 
Keys, of the C hurch, but as ſuſtaining the #4 of the Church ; from whence . 
he proves againſt Stapleton, .That iis not * underſtood finally only for the * 
ood of the Church; but that the primary and formal Right ir in the Church. For 
2 that receives a thing in the Perſon of another, reterves it indeed to his good 
and uſe, but in his rizht tog To this ꝓ ou auſwer from Bellarmine, That there! © n 
isa twofold repreſtnting or An the Perſon of apr; Me one Parabolical, © 
and by may of meer tigureand Suppofition only; as Agar repreſented the People 
of the Jews under Bondage of the Law, &c. The other hiſtorical and real, viz. 
when the Perſon repreſenting,” has right or relation à parte rei, in and towards 
the thing repreſented, by Virtue wherggaf "it bears the Perſon of the thing re- 
preſented :| Now S. Peter, {ay you, ſuftained the Perſon of the Church in this 
latter Sen ſe gently and biſtoricallyggndnot parabolically, and in figure, i.e. he 
received the Keyg as Head of the Charch ; . that Reception were ordained 
fon the good of the whole 77 But, Sir, our Enquiry is not, How many 
Ways one may jmagine a Nepreſentation to he made, but, What kind of 


Repreſentation that is, wifith is ſuitable to 8, Auſtin's Meaning 2 That 
chere may be an Alxægorial Repreſentation, no Body denies ; but I cannot 
imagine, How it can belong to this Place; or, Who ever meant that S. Peter 


ſt 


wad.” 


„ for an Allegoty of tit Church ? And therefore the Members of 

your Diſtinction are not appoſite. For thoie who aſſert, that S. Peter did 
ſuſtain the Perſon of the Church, in his Lor ſhips Senit do yet acknowledge 
that he did it Hui,, and not parabolict, as you ſpeak, i che Donation 
was really made to him; but then the Queſtion is, In what Rg ht or Capa- 
city it was made to him, Whether in his perſonal or repreſentative Capaci- 
ty? For theſe are the two only proper Members of a diſtinction here. 
St. Auſt in faigh, not only in that Place, but in very many others, that S. Pe- 
ter did ſuſtain the Perſon of the the Church, when Chriſi aid to him, I will give 4g. in ſel. 
thee the Keys of the Aingdom of Heaven; Now the Queſtion is, In what * \ 
Senſe he ſuſtained, the Perſon of the Church: Von ſay, In his own Right as 30. de diverſ. 
Head of the Church; We ſay, As a publick Perſon xgpreſenting the Church, nor t Be. 
parabolically (for that is no ſuſtaining the Perſon at all) but really and hifto-  * 
rically. And that 8. Auſtin means, As a publick Perſon, appears by the other 

Expreſſions in the Places cited, that he dic uni venſam figniſcare Ecclefiam, 
ſignifie the whole Church; and that choſe things which are ſpgken of Peter, 
Non habent illuſtram iutellectum nift cum refetuntuf ad Ecciſſam cujus ille 
agnoſcitur in Hgurũ geftaſſe perſonam, Haue no clear fenſe, but when they are re- 
ferred to the Church, whoſe Perſon he did beat, Oan you ſay this of a King, who 
receives the Keys of a Town, whereof he fte b Melton for himfelf, though it be 

for the good of the Kingdom; that he;fignifies the whole Kingdom in it, and that 

it cannot have any clear ſenſe, but when it is applied to the Kingdom mbic h he 
repreſents 2 Noj this cannot be; for the King takes Poſſeſſion in his own full 
Right, and it is not the Poſſeſſion,but the Adminiſtration, which is referred pro- 
perly to the good of the Ming dom. But this might be properly ſaid of a 
Duke of Venice, that he takes Poſſeſſon of a Town in'thePexſon of the State, 

and that the proper Senſe is, that the State took Poſſaſi and he only repre- 
ſenting it. N full Right lies in the eee Skate, but he as chief 


Member repteſents the whole. And this is that which S. Auſtin — 


* 
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evident Demonſtration be brug againſt the 


when be ſaith, That 8. peter repreſented the Church, propter primatum, for 
the Primacy which he had amongſt the Apoſtles, il e. ſuch a Primacy of order, 
whereby he was fitteſt to repreicar the Whole Church. For it is impoſſible 


©o couceive thar he ſhould mean har S Nee, Hd receive this 2s Ziead of 
the Church, when you acknowledge that he was not Head of the Church; till 
after the Aeys were given him. For, n fay, The Performance of Chrift's 


Promiſe, in making him Head of thꝭ Church, was not till after his Reſurrection. 


But, Will you ſay, the Churth had no Power of the Keys till then; and then 
only finally too, and not formally? What became then of the Power of the 


Keys at S. Peter's death, if only formally in him, and not in the Church s 


What becomes of them at the death of every Pope? Will you ſay, as Bellar- 
them, and gives them to his Succeſſor ? But he 
muſt be ſure to wait till the Cardinals agree, To whom he muſt give them. x 


mine doth, that Chr i/t ta 
Nothing then could he further from S."Auſtin's M-aning, than that S. P#ter 


received the Keys, as Head of the Church, and ſo, that he repreſented; the 


Church only faally ; whereas his'Expreſſions carry it, that he means the for. 
mal Right of them was conveyed to the Church, and that S. Peter was only a 
publick Perſon, to receive them in the name of the Church. at, whatever 
S. Auſtin's Meaning was, the ſtrength of his Lordſhip's Aſſerkion doth nor 
ſtand or fall with that; for there are Arguments ſufficient beſides to prove, 
that the Authority for governing the Church, was not comtaitred formally to 


S. Peter, much leſs to any pterended Succeſſor, but chat it primarily and 


formally refides in the whole Body of the Church. And, were that the thing 


to be here diſputed, you muſt not think to take it for granted, that if the 


Keys were given perſonally to S. Peter, by them was meant the Supreme Aus 
thority of governing the Church excluſiyely of. the other Apoſtles. © 


To the third Conſidkration, you anſwer, That in caſe à general Council 


err, there cas be no redreſs for Error in Faith; for if one Couicil 


ſo may anot ber, and a third, and a fourth, &c. This indeed is very ſuitable 
to your Doctrine from the beginning; that a Man can be certain of 
nothing but what it is impoſſible ſhould be otherwiſe. I hope you are 
certain your ſelf, you do not err; but I ſuppoſe you do not think it in- 
poſſibly you ſhould : Sg, although we do not think it impoſſible, a Council 
ſhould err, yet we may be certain it doth not - and, ſuppoſing it ſhould, 
we do not ſay, It is impoſſible that a Council ſhould not err, fo that ano- 
ther Council may correct the Error of the former. And doubtleſs Men 
may be certain of it, too; if, as his Lordſhip. ſaith, plain Scripture, and 

* Aver Error. Bur theſe are 
ſtrange DoArines, that be&caulea Conncil may err, thereforè a Council 
can never afford Remedy againſt Incofiveniencies. For, one great Incon- 
veniency is, the breaking the Church's Pkace; that, is remedied by the Coun- 
cils Authority; another is, Error in Faith, that may bg remedied by another 
Council No, ſay you, for that may err too; but, Doth it follow that it mut 
err > Or, Is it probable that it Mould err 2 If the former Error be ſo diſco- 
vered, and the Council ſo proceed as his Lordſhip ſuppoſes. For yourother 
Difficulty about the calling anetherZeneral Council, Thave anſwered it already, 
when ſhewed, what we meant by a general Cauucil, and when it was /awfully 
call d. When you after add, That the Church never repreſented her ſelf in 


another Council hut where the former Council was unlawful ;. and inſtance in the 


Councils of Ariminum and Epheſus: You fay the ſame which his Lordſhip 
dorh, for theſe Councils were therefore accounted unlawful becauſe errone- 
our and factious, and he never aſſerts the Neceſſity of calling a nem Council, 
but in choſe two Caſes, But if you would have us account none W bur 

om os” N whom 


may err, 
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whom you do, you muſt excuſe us till we ſee greater Reaſon for it than 
we do yet; and fo likewiſe for what follows, thatghE Councils which recti- 
fed the Errors of thoſe weFe called by the Pope s Authority, as that of Trent 
and others were, whagh to (pet mildly is a groſs Untruth. 

You urge from his Lordſhips granting, 7, hat the Church hath a Pretorian 
Power to conſroul and cenſure” too, where Errors or Crimes are againſt Points 


Fundamental or of great Conſequence z\ that therefore he aud all Proteſtants are 


juſtly cenſured by the Roman Churc h ſor oppoſing thoſe Doftrines which are with 
her Fundamental and of guat Conſeguence. Bur till there is no Difference 
with you hetween the RomanThyrch andthe Catholick ; between Papal Coun- 
cils, and Free and General; between what the judges Fundamental, and what 
all are bound to judge ſo: If you proye then, that we are bound to rely on- 
ly on the Judgmenc of your ee ene dee is good; but 
otherwiſe it is tyed with a Rope of Sand, and ther: tore we do nor fear the 
Laſhes of it. And the ſame Fault runs e r {ubſequent Diſcourſe, 
in which you ſuppoſe the Church falle in g 2 Propounds, which you 
know is conſtantly denied, and hath been at large diſproved in our Firſt 
part. For, the groun your Reſolution 4 faith being, removed, I ſee 
the Fabarck of your Chatch, falls down with it. For take but away your 
pretence of Iafallibility, and you confounding the, C4tholick and Roman 
Church; all the reſt M6ulders, not being able to ſtand without 
them. But that is ſtill your way, ik any ching be ſaid of the Catholic 
Church, we muſt preſently underſtand it of yours; ſo that it cannot be 
Church is without ſpot or wrinkle, hut by you it 
muſt be underſtood preſently of the Doctrine of the Roman Catholick Church 
wniverſally received as a Matter of Faith : But till you prove not only your 
two former Aſſertions, but that St. Auſtin underſtood thoſe Words ever in 
that Senſe, your Vindication of that Place in him concerning it, will appear 
utterly impertinent to your Purpoſe. © And his Lordſhip's Aſſertion may 
ſtill ſtand good, That the Church on Earth is not any freer from Wrinkles . 
in Doctrine and Diſcipline® than ſhe is ou Spots in Life and Converſation. 
Having thus vindicated his Lord 
raiſed againſt it, we muſt now conſider how well you vindicate your own 
from the unreaſonableneſs he charges it with, in ſeveral Particulars, 1. That 
if we ſuppoſe a general Council Infallible, and it prove not ſo, but that an Er- 
ror in Faith be concluded; the ſame erring Opinion, which makes it think it 
ſelf Infallible, makes the Error of it irrevocable, and ſo leaves the Church 
without Remedy. To this you anſwer, Grant falſe Antecedents and falſe 
Premiſes enouzh, and what Abſurdities will not be conſequent, and fill up the 
Concluſion 2 But you clearly miſtake the preſent Buſineſs ; which is not, 
Whether Councils be Infallible or no? Bur, Whether Opinion be liable to 
grcater Inconveniencies, that which aſſerts that they may, or that they 
cannot err? Will you have your Suppoſition of the 7rfallably of Councils 
taken for a fr/#-Principlegor athing as true as the Scriptures 2.50 you would 


 leemindecd, by the ſuppofing the Scriptures not to be God's Word, which you 


joyn as the Parallel, tu the ſuppofing general Councils fallible. But will you 
fay the one is as evident and built on as good Reaſon, and as much agreed on 
among Chriſtians as the other is 2 I ſuppoſe, you will not; and therefore it 


was very abſurd and unreaſonable o ſay, Suppofing the Word of God were not 


ſo, Errors would be irrevotable, as if general Councils were ſuppoſed Cage and 
proved not ſo. But this is a Queſtion you grant to be diſputable among 
Chriſtians, and will you not give us leave to make a Suppoſition that it may 
prove not ſo? You muſt conſider, we are 8 enquiring into the Conven;- 
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when he ſaith, That S. Peter repreſented the Church, propter primatum, for 
the Primacy which he had amongſt the Apoſtles, ii e. ſuęh a. Primacy of order, 
whereby he was fitreſt to repre ſent the whole Church. For it is impoſſible 


to couceive that he ſhould mean that 8. Peter ſhould receive chis as Head of 


the Church, when you acknowledge that he was not Head of the Church, till 
after the Aeys were given him. For, you ſay, The Performance of Chrift's 
Promiſe, in making him Head of thè Church, was not till after his Reſurrect ion. 


But, Will you ſay, the Church had no Power of the Jeys till then; and then 


only finally too, and not formally? What became then of the Power of the 
Keys at S. Peter's death, if only formally in him, and not in the Church 
What becomes of them at the death of every Pope? Will you ſay, as Bellar- 
mine doth, that Chr i/t ta 


Nothing then could he further from S. Auſtin's M-aning, than that S. Peter 
received the Keys, as Head of the Church, and ſo, that he repreſented the 
Church only fnally ; whereas his Expxeſſions carry it, that he means the for- 
mal Right of them was conveyed to the Church, and that S. Peter was only a 
publick Perſon, to receive them in the name of the Church. But, whatever 
S. Auſtin's Meaning was, the ſtrength of his Lordfhip's Aſſer ion doth not 


ſtand or fall with that; for there are Arguments ſufficient beſules to prove, 


that the Authority for governing the Church, was not committed formally to 
S. Peter, much leſs to any Fog Succeſſor, bur that it primarily and 
formally refides in the whole Body of the Church. And, were that the thing 
to be here diſputed, you muſt not think to take it for granted, that if the 
Keys were given perſonally to S. Peter, by them was meant the Supreme Au- 
thority of governing the Church excluſively of the other Apoſtles. © 


To the third Confederation, you anſwer, That in caſe à general Council 


err, there can be no redreſs for Error in Faith; for if one Council may err, 
fo may another, and a third, and a fourth, &c: This indeed is very ſuitable 
to your Doctrine from the beginning, that a Man can be certain of 
nothing but what it is impoſſible ſhould be otherwiſe. I hope you are 
certain your ſelf, you do not err; but I ſuppoſe you do not think it in- 
poſſibly you ſhould : So, although we do not think it impoſſible, a Council 
ſhould err, yet we may be certain it doth not - and, ſuppoſing it ſhould, 
we do not ſay, It is impoſſible. that a Council ſhould not err, ſo that ano- 
ther Couucil may correct the Error of the former. And doubtleſs Men 
may be certain of it, too; if, as his Lordſhip. faith, plain Scripture, and 
evident Demonſtration be brought againſt the former Error. Bur theſe are 
ſtrange Doctrines, that bkaulsd 3 Conncil may err, therefore a Council 
can never afford Remedy againſt Inconveniencies. For, one great Incon- 
veniency is, the breaking the Church's Peace; that, is remedied by the Coun- 
cil's Authority; another is, Error in Faith, that may be remedied by another 
Council No, ſay you, for that may err too; but, Doth it follow that it wu 
err > Or, Is it probable that it ould err? If the former Error be ſo diſco- 
vered, and the Council ſo proceed as his Lordſhip ſuppoſes. For yourother 


' Difficulty about the calling anothergeneral Council, Thave anſwered it already, 


when J ſhewed, what we meant by ageneralConncil, and when it was lawfully 
call d. When you after add, That the Church never repreſented her ſelf in 
another Council but where the former Council was ale and inſtance in the 
Councils of Ariminum a»dEpheſus : You fay the ſame which his Lordſhip 
doth, for theſe Councils were therefore accounted unlawful becauſe errone- 
ous and factious, and: he never aſſerts the Neceſſity of calling a nem Council, 
bur in thoſe two Caſes. But if you would have us account none Ugh, bet 
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them, and gives them to his Succeſſor? But he 
muſt be ſure to wait till the Cardinals agree, To whom he muſt give them. 
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whom you do, you muſt excuſe us till we ſee greater Reaſon for it than 
we do yet ; and fo likewiſe for what follows, thatthE Councils which recti- 
fied the Errors of thoſe were . 5 by the Pope s Authority, as that of Trent 
and others were, which to 1pcak miidly is a groſs Untruth.” 

You urge from his Lordthips granting, That the Church hath a Pretorian 
Power to contronl and cenſure” too, where Errors or Crimes are againſt Points 
Fundamental or of great Conſequence ; that therefore he and all Proteſtants are 
juſtly cenſured by the Roman Church for oppoſing thoſe Doftrines which are with 
her Fundamental and of great Conſeguence. Bur (till there is no Difference 
with you hetween the RomanThurch andthe Catholick ; between Papal Coun- 
cils, and Free and General; between what the judges Fundamental, and what 
all are bound to judge ſo: If you prove then, that we are bound to rely on- 
ly on the Judgmenc of your Church, your Conſequence is good ; but 
otherwiſe it is tyed with a Rope of Sand, and therefore we do not fear the 
Laſhes of it. And the ſame Fault runs through N r ſubſequent Diſcourſe, 
in which you ſuppoſe the Church infallzble in al 2 Propounds, which you 
know is conſtantly WE and hath been at large diſproved in our Firſt 
Part. For, the ground,gf your Reſolution of Faith being, removed, I ſee 
the Fabarck of your Church falls down with it. For take but away your 
pretence of Infallibility, and your confounding the Catholick and Roman 
Church; all the reſt” Moulders, a8%not being able to ſtand without 
them. But that is Kill your way, if any thing be ſaid of the Catholick 
Church, we muſt preſently underſtand it of yours; ſo that it cannot be 
ſaid in any Senſe hat the Church is without ſpot or wrinkle, but by you it 
muſt be underſtood preſently of the Doctrine of the Roman Catholick Church 
ani verſally received as a Matter of Faith : But till you prove not only your 
two former Aſſertions, but that St. Auſtin underſtood thoſe Words ever in 
that Senſe, your Vindication of that Place in him concerning it, will appear 
utterly impertinent to your Purpoſe. © And his Lordſhip's Aſſertion may 
ſtill ſtand good, That the Church on Earth is not any freer from Wrinkles . 
in Doctrine and Diſcipline” than ſhe is from Spots in Life and Converſation. 

Having thus vindicated his Lordſhip's Way from the Objections you 
raiſed againſt it, we muſt now conſider how well you vindicate your own 
from the unreaſonableneſs he charges it with, in ſeveral Particulars, 1. That 
if we ſuppoſe a general Council Infallible, and it prove not ſo, but that an Er- 
ror in Faith be concluded; the ſame erring Opinion, which makes it think it 
ſelf Iufallible, makes the Error of it irrevocable, and ſo leaves the Church 
without Remedy. To this you anſwer, Grant falſe Antecedents and falſe 

Premiſes enouzh, and what Abſurdities will not be conſequent, aud fill up the 
Concluſion ? But you clearly miſtake the preſent Buſineſs ; which is not, 
Whether Councils be Infallible or no? But, Whether Opinion be liable to 
greater Inconveniencies, that which aſſerts that they may, or that they 
cannot err 2 Will you have your Suppoſition of the 7rfallzbily of Councils 
taken for a fr/#-Principlegor a thing as true as the Scriptures 2 So you would 


leem indeed, by the ſuppoſing the Scriptures not to be God's Word, which you 


joyn as the Parallel, to the ſuppofing, general Councils fallible. But will you 
ſay the one is as evident and built on as good Reaſon, and as much agreed on 
among Chriſtians as che other is 2 I ſuppoſe, you will not; and therefore ir 


was very abſurd and unreaſonable go ſay, Suppofing the Word of God were not 


ſo, Errors would be irrevotable, as if general Councils were ſuppoſed Infallible and 
proved not ſo. But this is a Queſtion you grant to be diſputable among 
Chriſtians, and will you not give us leave to make a Suppoſition that it may 
prove not ſo? You muſt conſider, we are now enquiring- into the Conven;- 
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encies of theſe two Opinions, and in that Caſe it is neceſſary to make ſuch ſup- 
poſitions: And let any teaſonable man judge what Opinion can be more 
pernicious to the Church than yours is, ſuppoſing it not to be true; For then 
it will be neceſſary for Mento aſſent to the groſſeſt Errors, as the moſt Dj. 
wine and Infallible Truths: And there can be no Remedy imagin d for the re. 
dreſs of them. If then the Inconvenience of admitting it be ſo gteat, Men 
had need look well to the Grounds on which it is built. And I cannot ſee 
any reaſon men can have to admit any Iufallible proponent in Matters of Faith 
to the Church, but on as great and as clear I gx as the Prophets and Apo- 
files had, that they were ſent from God. For the Danger may be as great 
to believe that to be Iufallible which is not, as not to believe that to be 7ufal- 
lille which is: For the believing an Erxrot to be a Divine Truth, may 
be as dangerous to the Souls of Men, as the not believing ſomething which 
is really tevealed by God. But to be ſure, thoſe who ſee no reaſon to be- 
lieve a General Council to be Iufallible, cannot be obliged to afſext to Error: 

opounded by it; bur ſuch, who believe it rfa//zble muſt, whatever the 
WG be, ſwallow them down, without queſtioning the Truth of them. 
And it argues how conſcious you are of the Falſeneſs of your Principles, 
that you are ſo loth to have them examined, or ſo much as a Suppoſition 
made that they ſhould not prove true? Whereas Truth always invites Men 
to the moſt accurate ſearch into it. We ſee the, Apoſtles bid Men ſearch, 
whether the things they Tpake were true or no; and thoſe are moſt com. 
mended who did it moſt, and J hope Men were as much bound to believe 
them Infallible as General Councils. But we ſee how unreaſonable you are, 
you would obtrude ſuch things upon Mens Faith, which muſt lead them 
into unavoidable Errors if falſe, and yet not allow Men the liberty of Fx. 
amination, whether they be true or no. But ſuch Proceedings are ſo far 
from advancing your Cauſe, chat nothing can more prejudice it among ra- 
tional and inquiſitive Men. | | 

His Lordſhip for the clearing this, proceeds to an Inſtance of an Error 
defined by one of your General Councils, viz. Communion in oue kind ; but that 
we ſhall reſervethe Diſcuſſion of, to the enſuing Chapter ; which is pur- 
poſely allotted for the diſcovery of thoſe Errors which have been defined 
by ſuch as you call General Councils. Therefore I proceed. 

2. His Lordſhip faith, Tour Opinion is yet more unreaſonable, becauſe no 


Body. collective, whenſoever it aſſembled it ſelf, did ever give more power to the 


repreſenting Body of it, than a binding Power upon it ſelf and all particulars; 
nor ever aid jt give this Power otherwiſe, than with this Reſervation in Nature, 
that it would call again, and reform, and, if need were, abrogate any Lam, or 
Ordinance upon juft Cauſe made evident that the repreſenting Body had failed 


in Truſt, or Truth. And this Power no Body- collective, eccleſiaſtical or civil, can 
put out of it ſelf, or give away Yo a Parliament, or Council, or call it what you 


will that repreſemts ii. To this again you anſwer, This is only to ſuppeſe 
and take for granted, that a General Council hath no Authority, but what is 
meerly delegate from the Church Univerſal which it repreſents. I grant, this 
is ſuppoſed in it, and this is all which the Nature of a repreſentative Body 
doth imply; if you ſay, there is more than that, you are bound to prove it. 
Yes, ſay you, We maintain its Authority to be of Divine Inſtitution, and when 
lawfully aſſembled to act by Divine Right, and not yy by Deputation and con- 
ſent of the Church. But if all the Froof you have for it, be only that which 
you refer us to in the precedent Chapter, the palpable Weakneſs of it forany 
ſuch Purpoſe hath been there fully laid open. His Lotdfſhip ſaith, That the 
Pomer which a Oounc il hath to order ſettle and define Differences ariſing 3 
Fait 
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Fiith, it hath not by any Immediate Inſtitution frow Chrijt, but it was prudentiy 
taken up by the Church from the Apoſtle s Ein. So that to hold Councils to 
this end, is apparent Apoſtolical Tradition written; but the Power which Coun- 
cils have, is from the whole Catholick Church, whoſe Members they are, and the 
Churches power from God. You lay, True it is, the calling ſue Aſſemblies was 
taken up, and hath for its Pattern the Example of the Apoſtles, Act. 15. yet ſure- 
ly there is little doubt to be made, but the Apaſties had both Viretion and Precept 
too, for doing it ſo often as juſt occaſion required, from Chriſt himſelf. The 
whole force of which Anſwer lies in thoſe well placed Words, Surely there 
is little doubt to be made; for as to any thing of Reaſon, you never oſler at it. 
Juſt ſuch another, of Bellarmine's fine dubio's comes after; Though a General 
Council be the Church repreſentative, and do not meet, or aſſemble together hje 
& nunc, but by order and deputation from man; yet it follows not, but the Power 
and Authority by which they act when they are met may be from God, as doubtleſs 
it is. Can any Man have the e to queſtion, Whether the Authority of 


general Councils be of Divine Inſtitution or no, when you ſay, Tes ſarely, 


there is no doubt to be made of it, doubtleſs it is? We do not queſtion; as you 
would ſeem to imply afterwards, Whether the People or the Paſtonrs have 
right to ſend to general Councils, but what ground you have to aſſert, that 

eneral Councils are an immediate Divine Tuſtitation. But I muſt needs ſay, 
7 never ſaw any thing affirmed oftner, and offered to be proved leſs, than 
that is here; aud yet as though you had done it invincibly you trium- 
phantly proceed ; General Councils then, are a principal and neceſſary part 


of that Eccleſiaſtical Hierarchy which Chriſt inſtituted for the Government of 


his Church, and not an humane Expedient only, taken up by the Church her ſelf 
meerly upon prudential Confideratzons, as the Biſhop will needs concejve. It 
ſtrangely puzzles me to find out any thing that Particle hen relates to; 
and after all my ſearch can find noching, but ſarely, without doubt, and 
doubtleſs. 1 pray Sir, think not ſo meanly of us, that we ſhould rake theſe 
for Arguments or Demonſtrations : Deal fairly with us, and if we fall 
by the force of Reaſon, we yield our ſelves up to you. But you are very 

much deceived, if you think theſe things are taken for Proofs with us: we 
can eaſily diſcern the weakneſs of your Cauſe through the moſt confident 
Affirmations. If you had brought any Law of Chriſt, appointing that ge- 
neral Councils ſhould be in the Church, any Apoſtolical Precept, preſcribing 
or giving Directions concerning them, you had done ſomething ; but, not 
ſo much as to offer at a Proof, and yet conclude it as confidently as if it 
were impoſſible to reſiſt the force of your Demonſtrations, is an Evidence, 
that either you know your Cauſe to be weak, or ſuppoſe us to be ſo. Much 
ſuch another Diſcourſe is that which follows, wherein you pretend to give 
a Reaſon, Why what is defined by one Council in point of Doctrine, cannot be 
reverſed by another. Which is, becauſe the true Chriſtian Faith is ex natura 
rei unchangeable, that it admits not of yea and nay, but only yea ; that it is 
always the ſame, that it muſt ſtand without Alteration for ever, nay, that'it is 
to be invariable and admit no change. All theſe Expreſſions we have in 
one Paragraph, and, for all that I ſee, are the greateſt Strength of it. But 
what is it you mean by all this? Do you think we could not underſtand 
what you meant by the anchangeableneſs of Chriſtian Faith, without ſo ma- 
ny diverſified Expreſſions of it? And what follows now from all this? That 


one Council cannot repeal the Decrees of another > How ſo? was not the Faith 


of Chriſt as unchangeable in the time of the Arrian Councils, as it is now? And 
yet then one Council repealed the Decrees of others, in point of Doctrine z 
and yet by that nothing was derogated from the Inſtitution or Honour of 
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Chriſt, by ſuch a reverſing eee 5 Though the Faith, 5. e. he | 
T Dottrine of Chriſt, be alway ame, Doth it thence follow, then Men 
{hall always believe all this unalterable Doctrine? If ſo, how camg Arr ia. 
iſm to overſpread the Church? How came ſix hundred Biſhops at the Coun- 
4 cil of Ariminum to be deceived in a Doctrine of Faith, by your own Confel. 
ſion? It is therefore a profound miſtake, to infer from the Fallibility of Ge- 
neral Councils, the Alteration of the Faith of Chriſt. The Faith of Chriſt 
is founded on a ſurer bottom than the Decrees of Councils, though all Men 
are Liars God is true, and Chrift the ſame Teſterday, to Day, and for Eper. 
4 But of this more afterwards. Fi | 5 * ; 
d. 10. You would ſeem to argue more pertinently in the following Pages 
r. 274, 275- againſt his Lordſhip's Opinion: for you fay, He ſays and unſays the ſame 
2 and what he ſeems to attribute to General Councils in one Propuſition, he takes 
SOPs away in another. That which his Lordſhip ſays, is, iT hat the i eftnitions of 4 
General Council are binding to all Particulars,and it ſelf ; but yet ſo that they can- 
not bind the whole Church from calling again, and in the after calls upon juſt cauſe 
to order, and, if need be, to abrogate former Atts. And after adds, Aud becauſe 
the whole Church can meet no other way, the Council ſhall remain the Supream, 
external, living, temporary. Ecclefialtical Judge of all Controverfies. Only the 
whole Church, and ſhe alone, hath Power when Scripture,or Demonſtration is found, 
and peaceably tendered to her, to repreſent her un again in a new Council,and in 
it to order what was amiſs. Now we mult conſider what we find Contradi- 
| ctious and repugnant to themſelves in theſe Words: Three things, if ] mi- 
| ſtake not, the main of this Charge may be reduced to, r. That Men ſhould 
be bound tothatwhich Scripture and Demonſtration be againſt ; But this is ve 
eaſily anſwered, for his Lordſhip doth not ſay, Men are bound to belzeveit, 
but not ſo to oppoſe it as to break the Peace of the Church by it. 2. I hat 
another Council cannot be call d without Oppoſition to the other: This his Lord- 
ſhip prevented, by ſuppoſing that the ju/t Reaſons againſt the Decrees of the 
former Council ought to be peaceably tendred to the Church; but no boiſte- 
rous Oppoſition to be made againſt it. 3. To what purpoſe ſhould another 
Council be called, if the whole Church be ſatisfied that there is Scripture 
and Demonſtration againſt the Vecrees of the former? But, 1. His Lordſhip 
ſuppoſes there may Scripture and Demonſtration be, where the whole Church 
is not ſatisfied ; and therefore there may be neceſſity of calling another 
Council. 2. That the Council may free all thoſe who may ſuppoſe them- 
ſelves ſtill bound not to oppoſe the former Error. 3. That no erroneous De- 
cree of a Council, may remain unrepealed in the Church: that ſo no errone- 
ous Perſon may challenge ſuch a Decree of a Council, as a ground for his 
Oppoſition to the Doctrine of the Church. And where now lies any ſuch 
Appearance of Contradiction in his Lordſhip's Words? 

2.11. 3. The laſt thing his Lordſhip chargeth your way with unreaſonableneſs 
P. 252. in, is, That you do not only make the Definition of 4 General Council, but the 
Sentence of the Pope Infallible ; nay, more Infallible than it. For, any General 
Council may err with you, if the Pope confirm it not. Sobelike this Infallibility 
reſts not in the ee Body, the Council, nor in the wholt Body the Church, 
but in your Head of the Church, the Pope of Rome. And if this hk fo, To what 
end ſuch a trouble for a General Conncil or, Wherein are'we nearer to Unity, 
I the Pope confirm it not? To this you anſwer, 1. That a General Council 
Is not held by you to be Infallible at all, unleſs it involve the Pope, or his Con- 
firmation; and ſo there is but one Infallibility, viz. of the Pope prefiding in, and 
confirming of the Votes of a General Council. 2. Tou confeſs there are two dif- 
ferent Opinions among you ; the firſt and more common is, that the Pope, 2 

1 without 
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vit hour a General Council, is Infallible in his Definitions of Faith, hen he teaches " 


the whole Church; the ſecond is, that he is not Infallible in bis Definitions, ſave. 
only were he defines in, and with, a General Council. Now the Biſhop (you ſay) 
takes no notice of the ſecond Opinion, but only of the firſt, as though that were the 
Opinion of all Catholick Dottors. But, for your part, yow will not meddle much 
with any matters of private Opinion or Diſpute, and therefore you will brie 
paſs over what his Lordſhip ſaith further, and only correct ſome Miſtakes of his. 
But whereas you pretend it only neceſlary to believe, that Hope and Council 
together are tnfallible, for this all Catholicks are agreed in; but, whether the 
Pope be Infalltble without a Council or no, you leave it as,matter of Diſpute. 1 
ſhall manifeſt, how great a Cheat you put upon the World by this Aſſerti- 
on, in theſe two Things, 1. 1 hat there is noſuch Agreement among your ſelves 
in this common Principle, as you pretend. 2. That from the making the Pope's 
Confirmation neceſſary to thifnfaltibjlity of the Council, you muſt make the Pope 
Infallible without a Council. 1. Whereas you pretend ſuch a conſent among 
all Catholicks in this common Principle, That Pope and Council are Iufalli- 
pe together, it is evident that there is no ſuch thing. For, x. Some among 
ou have aſſerted, that the repreſentative Body of the Church is not at all the 
Subjet# of Infallibility, but the diffuſrve. For Occham contends at large, 
That the Privilege of Infallibility, belongs only to the a 
' » whole Mi itant Church; and neither to the Pope, nor Ge- 
neral Council, nor Body of the Clergy. And ſo likewiſe 
doth. Petrus de Alliaco, Cuſanus, Antoninus of Flo- 
rence, Panormitan, Nicolaus de Clemangis, Franciſcus 
Mirandila, and others, whoſe Words you may find at 
large in ſome of your Writers, and therefore I for- 
bear repeating them. 2. Some, aſlert, that Councils 
are no further Infallible, than they adhere to Univer- 
ſal Tradition; and you cannot be ignorant, who | 4 
they are at this Day among you, who aſſert this Doctrine. 3. Some fur- 
ther ſay, That Councils are in themſelves Infallible, and therefore muſt be 
ſo, whether the Pope confirm them or no. And this Opinion, however 
now you ſay, it be not ſo common as the other, yet it is certain, that be- 
fore the Council of Lateran under Leo 10. it was much the more common 
Opinion, as appears by the Councils of Conſtance and Baſil. And, that 
there is an irreconcileable Difference between the Authors of this Opini- 
on, and thoſe who make the Pope s Confirmation neceſſary to the Infalli- 
bility of a General Council, I ſhall prove out of Bellarmin himſelf, from 
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Clemangis diſput, de Conc!l. Gener. 
Mirandula de fide & ordine credend. Theo- 


the {tate of the Queſtion, and the Arguments he urges againſt it. Bel. ,,,,, + 
larmin tells us, The firſt 2 of this Controverſie, was about the Depoſiti- concil. 1, a. 
on of Popes, viz. whether the Pope 0 70 againſt his conſent be judged, tondem- 13. 

an 


ned, and depoſed by the Council : therefore, ſaith. he, They are miſtaken, 


who think the Queſtion is, Whether the Council with the Pope be greater than 


the Pope without aCouncil? for, it cannot be conceived he ſhould give conſent 
to his own Depoſition. And this he proves from the Council at Baſil; who de- 
fined their Council to be above the Pope, at that time, when neither the 


Pope nor his Legates were preſent. And this Council of Baſil in their Syno- 
dal Epiſtle, declare à General Council, as repreſenting the Univerſal Church 
to be Infallible, when at the ſame time they aſſert, That Popes have er 
into Hereſie. Now, Can any one poſſibly imagine, theſe Men ſhould 
believe the Pope's Confirmation to be neceſſary to the Council 's Infallibility, 
who ſuppoſe the Pope may be an Heretick at the ſame time, in which a 


Council may be Infallible > And when they aſſert it to belong to the Council 
only to pronounce, Whether the Pope be guilty of Hereſie or no , _ 
TY | therefore 


oy 
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| therefore who contend for the Councils Authority above the Pope, do not 5 
at all look at the Pope's Confirmation, as neceſſary to make the Decrees In- 
fallille; though ſome of them may, to make ( anonical. For there lies 
one of your Fallacies; becauſe they look on the Pope as Miniſterial Head of 
the Church, therefore to make Canons to be valid, they may judge it in moſt 
caſes neceſſary that the Pope confirm the Decrees ; but yet, they do not 
ſuppoſe this Confirmation doth at all make them Infallible; but, whether the 
Pope had confirmed them or no, they had been xfallible however. So that 
you cannot ſay, That it is a Principle of Faith among you, that Pope and Coun. 

cil together are Infallible ; for thole of this Opinion make it a Frinciple of 
Faith, that the Council in it ſelf is Infallible, and conſequently, whether 
it be confirmed by the Pope or no. And therefore Be/larmin faith, Their Opi- 

De Concil. l. a. nion is, That in caſe the Pope be dead, depoſed, or refuſeth to come to the 

Council, the Council is not at all the leſs perfett, byt that it hath full Power to 

-.16. make Definitions in matters of Faith. And when he comes to urge againſt 
this Opinion, one of his Arguments is, that from hence it follows, That 
the Council would not at all need the Pope's Confirmation; and another, That 
Councils without the Pope may err in Decrees of Faith ; tor which he inſtanc- 
eth in the Councils of Sirmium, Milan, Ariminum, Epheſus, c. Neither, 
faith he, can it be anſwered, that theſe Councils erred, becauſe they were un- 
lawful Councils; for the moſt of them wanted nothing but the Pope's conſent, 
and the ſecond Epheſine Council was juſt ſuch another as that of Baſil. From 
which Diſputation of Be/larmin, it is both clear, that thoſe who make 
Councils above the Pope, do not judge the Pope's Confirmation neceſſaty; 
and thoſe who judge it neceſſary; do not ſuppoſe the Council Infallible 
without it. So that you are either deceived your ſelf, or would deceive 
others, when you would make them believe that there is but one 7yfallibi- 
lity aſſerted by you, whereas nothing can be more evident, than that two 

| diſtin Subjects of Tnfallib;lity are aſſerted in your Church, ſome placing it 
| in the Council without the Pope, and others in the Pope, and not in the 

1 Council, and neither of them abſolutely and formally in the Pope and Coun- 

cil together. 0 4 
d x2. 2. I ſhall therefore more fully ſhew, That theſe who make the Pope's Con- 
| firmation neceſſary, do really place the Infallibility in the Pope, and not in the 
Council; and that from theſe things, 1. Becauſe they in Terms aſſert, That 
thoug h nothing be wanting to à Council, but the Pope's Confirmation, it may 
err, if the Pope confirm it not. And this we produced Bellarmix's Aſſertion 
for already, giving that as the only reaſon, why thoſe Councils did err, 
Z. 2. 4: Conc), Which wanted nothing but that. Nay, he elſewhere afferts, Not only that 
. 11, General Councils may err, though the Pope confirm them not, but although the 
Pope's Legates be preſent, and conſent with the Council, yet if they do not follow 
the certain Inſtruttion of the Pope, the Council may err. And; Can any one 
then poſſibly conceive, that the Infallibility lies any where bur in the 
Pope? 2. You aſſert, That all the Power and Tnfallibility which is in the 
Church, is formally in the Pope, and only. finally in the Church, Becauſe it is 
for the good of the Church; this I ſuppoſe you have not forgot, ſince you told 
P. 66. us, that S. Peter ſuſtained the Perſon of the Church hiftorice, aud not para- 

f bolice, and that the fulneſs of all Eccleffaſtical Power was in him as Head of 

the Church: Tf this be true, as there you aſſert it confidently, whatever 

you pretend here, you are bound to defend, that all the /fallib:lity, in 
the Council comes wholly from the*Pope ; for I know you will not place 

Tnfallibility in one, and the fulneſs of Eccleſiaſtical Power in another. 3. Be- 

cauſe the main ground of the reprobating Councils lies in the Pope's diſſert 


So that Councils which in all other Particulars are accounted lawtul 1 
genera 
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general, yet if any thing paſſed diſple aſing in them to the Pope, ſo far they 
are reprobated ; as the Proceedings of the Council of Chalcedon, Conftance,and 


Baſil, in reference to the Popes, d Jufficicatly reftifie. For, although they 
were the ſame Perſons, Acting wi equal Fregdom in thoſe, as in other things, 
yet when they came to touch any thing of the Po 

the Pope doth not conſent, fo far they were not Tall. By which it is 
plain, that, though the Council ſtandsf6r a ew and 4/ind to the World, all the 
Iofallibiliryhes, wholly inthe Pope. And by this means, to be ſure, the Pope 
ſhall never receivo any hurt by General Councils; for if he es, che Coun- 
cil ſhall eitheꝶ be approved or 8 or parrly approved, and partly reje- 
Red ; or neither approved, no ed; for of al heſe ſorrs Bellarmix 


rells usC ouncilsarc : which in ſou The Councils wh e forthe Pope's 


turn, are Infallible, but none other. And nn in, very conſo- 
nantly to his Principles, ſays expr 
norum eſſe à Pont iſice, nompartim 4 ontiffce, part 


ftrength of lawful Councils depends wholly on the Pope, and not partly on 4 
Pope, and partly on the Council. And if their e b. d Hfal 


lity muſt do fo roo. This is not a meer private on of his, bur = 


which doth neceſſarily. follow, from the making the Pope 5.:Confirms- 


tion neceſſary to the Tufallibility of Genera! Conmcils. Alt wh therefore 
you would fain put off this as a matter of Dif among your ſelves; yet 
crees of 
Councils, as confirmed by the Pope, be Infallible/ot no? And therefore all 
that his | ordſhip objects, falls upon all ſuch who aflert.chis : Whereof the 
firſt which you mention A at then the Council is called ban onhy in effect, to 
hear the Pope give his Sentence in more State. To which you anſwer, That 


the Object lan bath te fine Fre 2 e called in tht Apoſtles time, 
viz. that it was done, only to hear S. Peter pronounce his Sentente in * 17 1 


pe*s Tutereſt, then, becauſe 


„Totam 7 an C onciliorum legiti- D-. Ponrif. 
Concilio; The whole ©". 2 7. 


Neither had it been any more, if the Infallibility of the Councit had only 


depended on S. Peter's Sentence; but I hope you will not deny the reſt of 
the Apoſtles to have been as Tefallible as S. Peter was. But 3 
2. Tha the Pope being to uſe all means morally requiſite to find out t Truth; 
Council is called really to 2 Y ad 4 5 the Pope; and the" Advice of the 2 
is a neceſſary Medium to be Hhline 5 to make a full Inſpectiom into 1 
Matters he is to define. But all this only confirms what his Lordſhip ſaith 
That it is foFhis giving Sentence i in mor State; 
ſervient Means, and contributes noching at all to the Infallibility of the 
Sentence. But, you ſay, bey are a neceſſary 4 edium. 1. Then the Pope 
cannot defige any matter of Faith without a al Council. Which, all 
who aſſert chat Opinion, utterly den; for they ſly, The Pope may y define 
Matters of Faith witktbut a Gener al 

harch, — 95 Ge 
Tears) might have continged ſo toth 
there bea living 18 
Council: And erer! 

ned by ſeven General 
without, by the Pope and 
all moral Me yet, muſt a General Council be that neceſſary Medi- 
am Why may not a Provinczal, ot leſſer Council ſerve turn? And fo Bel- 
larmine tells you, ic would; he ſaith, indeed ſome kind of , Council is ne- 
ceſary, magnum aut patvum, unum vel PS prout ipſe judicaverir, 
great or little, more af teſs,) as the Pope ſhall judge fitting"; ſo that ſtill 
a General C ouncid is but a e of State, for all moral meant might. be 


I Councils (which was for "three hundred 
Vorlds End Fan of w neceſſary 
whoſt Infallibility ald not depend upon amy 
ways, This of fon if ſeven Herefles have been —— 4 
- than a Hundred have been condemmed 


Panel Councils. 2. Though the Pope muſt uſe 


vr the Coaucil — a ſub· 


Council; and Lui {aith, That the Po Bam, Pont. 


4 


c. 10. 


this, e. 1t. 


uſed withour one. 3. What uſe are theſe moral Means for? to 
| enable 


De Genel, 1, x 
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"_ 
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Journal of 
Mr. de Saint 


enable him to pals a right Judgment, ot no? It they be, then the Pope is 
bound to pronounce according to the Decree ↄf the Council, and ſo it will 
not be in his Power, not to confirm it; 5 not, What do theſe moral Means 
ſigniſie? No more, than the Cruciſiæ Pope Innocent ſhewed to Monfieur de 
Saint- Amour; Before which, hE toldhim, he kneeled down to take at the feet 
thereof his Reſolution, according to the Inſpirationgrven to him by the Holy Spi. 


Amour, pere z. , t.whoſe Aſſiſtance was promiſed to hin, and could not fail him. We ſee, the Pope 


chap. 4. p. 78. 


Journal. part 
3. chap. 12. 
p. 120. 


P. 277. 


Ibid. 
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in general, and then your thtecfold Cord ma 


underſtood his Zufallibility better; than co make uſe of ſug mofal Means, as 
Councils are; he knew his Infallibility came not that way, and therefore he 
took the more likely Courſe to receive his Inſpiration from WEaven, by ta- 
king his Reſolution qt che feet of a Cruggfx. And this he called, bis Council 


in mat tei of Faith: And yet, if we belteve him, he did ag much want all 


moral menus for finding out the Truth, as another; ſince he ſo ingenuouſſy 
confeſſed at another Audience, That he i old and had never ſtudied Divinity, 
But; What need he 0000 it, that could ſo eaſily he inſpired, by kneeling at 
the feet of aCrucifix 2 Your Doctrine then would not be very well taken at 
Rome, that general Councils are a nece Medium to his Holineſs, in order to 
the Definition of Matters. of Faith. No more would your following Di- 
ſtinction in Vindication of Stapleton That though the Pope acquires no new 
Power, or certainty of Judgment Ly the Freſence of a General Council, yet there is 
ſomething thereby,which * to the due Exeteiſe of that Power : So that it 


muſt be an Vſurpation of andue Exerciſe of Power, ſot the Pope to offer to 


define without à general Council. I know not what Liberty you have to 
write theſe rhings among us ; bur if you: were at Rome, you durſt not ven- 
ture to do it. Your ſaying, that Bellarmine only fays, That thefirmneſs of a 
Council in regard of us, depends wholly on the Pope's Confirmation, argues, you 
had very little to ſay: For, What frmneſFhath à HHucil at all in this Diſpute, 
but in regard of us; ſince you look on Men as obliged to believe the Decrees 
of it Tnfallible > And if the Decrees had any Hafallibility from the Council, 
that might make tliem firm in regard of us, as Well as the Pope. But you 
object to your ſelf, That if the Fope be Infallible without the Council, and the 
Council ſubjeft to Error without the Pope, it muſt needs follow,” that all the Tafal- 
libility of General Councils proceeds Pee ＋ ; not partly from the 
Pope, and partly from the Council. To which M anf wer, That the Aſſertors of 
that Opinion (6 whom you muſt bg one, if you know what you ſay) may 
fay, that Chriſt hath, made two Promi ſes to his Church t he one to afift her Sove- 
raign Head and Paſtor.to make him Infallible, another to Ai general Councils 
to make them ſo. But, What need this latter, if 288 be well proved? For 
if the Head be 7afallible byV irtue of a Promiſe from Chriſt, he muſt be In- 
fallible, whether in Couscil, or out of it. And therefore it is a ridiculous 
Shift to ſay, The Pope hach one Promile to make him Infallible in a Gene- 
ral Council; another to make him ſo g of ij Bur I commend you, that 
ſince you thought one would not hold, you would have two Strings for 
the Pope's Infallibility. And it is but ad rd Promiſe tij the Church 
e ſurely Infallible. , 

Vou give many Reaſons (but none igen as Experience) Why 
the Pope's ſhould not be Impeccable ; and, if you ah Scripture, Antiquity, 
and Reaſon, you may find as much, why they ſhould not be Infallible. For 
that of the neceſſity of one, and not the other forthe Church, is of your own 
deviſing, it having been ſufficiently proved, that the Certainty of Faith doth 


not at all depend upon the Popes, or your Churches, or Council's Infallibi- 


lity, And it ſeems ſtill very ſtrange to all Kur know the Doctrine and 
Promiſes of Chriſtianity, and that the Promotion of Holineſs is the great 


_ Deſign 


. . ut 
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deſign of it, and that Faith ſignifies nothing without Obedience, and-thee- — 


the Spirit of God is a Spirit of Holineſ, as well as Truth, that you dare 
challenge ſuch an aſſiſtance of the Divine Spirit, as may make your Popes 
Infallible, who have led Lives quite contrary to the Geſpel of Chriſt. i» Nay, 


ſach,Lives, as his Lordſhip ſaich, as no Epicurean Manſter, ſtoried out to the 


World, hath out-gone them in Senſuality, or other groſs Impiety, if their. own 
Hiſtorians be true. „ Ap 1 5 Is 


Your Vindication of Pope Liberius his ſubmitting bir Juul ment to Arhi- | 


naſius, Becauſe the Pope had paſſed no Definition ex Cathedra in the Buftneſs, 
hath no Strength at all, unleſs you firſt prove, that the ' Pope's Definitions 
ex Cathedra, were held Infallible then, which none would ever believe that 


Ibid. 


read the Paſſage, which his Lordſhip cites out of Liberias his Epiſtl r 


Athanafius. For, as he ſaith, The Pope complemented exceeding” low, that 
would ſubmit his unerring Judgment, to be commanded by Athanaſius, who 
he well knew could err. Whether S. Ambroſe in his Epiſtle meddles with 
any doctrinal Definitions, or only with ſome Di#fficulties which that Year 
happened about the Obſervation of Eaſter, (the fourteenth of rhe firſs Month, 
falling on the Lord's Day) is not very material to our purpoſe. But that it 
was ſomething elſe beſides Aſtronomital Definitions (which I know not what 


P. 264, 


S. Ambroſe's Excellency was in) might eaſily appear, if you had read the el. 10 
Epiſtle. So that you might have ſpared your large Account of the Paſchal ® 83. 


Letters ſent by the Biſhops of Alexandria about the keeping of Eaſter (which 


are no great Novelties to ſuch, who are at all acquainted with Ay) ; 
e 


and given us a fuller Account, why in ſuch a matter of Diſpute about t 
right of the Day to be kept that Year, the Roman jr ſhould not rather 
have ſtood tb the Pope's Definition, than write to S. Ambroſe, if it had been 
then taken for granted, that the Pope was Infallible. But I might as well 
have paſſed by this Teſtimony of S. Ambroſe, as you do that of Lyra, which 
is ſo expreſs for the Erring and Apoſtatizirig of ſeveral Popes, that you 
thought the beſt Anſwer to it, wete to let it alone. However you come 
off with the Story of Peter Lombard (which is not of that Conſequence 
to require any further Examination of the Truth of it) I am ſure you are 
hard put to it, in the caſe of Honorius; when you deny, that Honorius did 
really maintain the Monothelites Hereſie, and excuſe the Councils Sentence, by 
ſaying, it was only in caſe of Mis-information. Since it manifeſtly appears 
by the fixth Synod, Act ion. 13. that they condemned his Epiſtle written to 
Sergius, as containing heretical and pernicious Doctrine in it. And in the 
ſeventh Synod he is reckoned up with Arrius, Macedonius, Eutyches, Dio- 
ſcorus, and the reſt of condemned Hereticts, among whom he is likewife 
reckoned by Leo 2. in his Epiſtle to Conſtantine. Which Evidence is ſo 
great, that Canus wonders at thoſe who would offer to vindicate him. And, 
in the mean time, you provide excellent moral means for the Pope to judge 
of matters of Faith by, in General Caunc ils, * may be guilty of ſo 
groſs miſ information, as you ſuppoſe here in the caſe of Honorius; and not 
one barely, but three ſucceſſively, the fixth, ſeventh, and eighth, and the 
whole Church from their time: till Albertus Pighius, who firſt began to de- 
fend him. For concluſion of this Point, his Lordſhip would fain know (ſince 
this had been ſo plain, ſo eaſie a way, either to prevent all Diviſions about the Faith, 
or to end all Controverſies,did they ariſe) why this brief, but moſt neceſſary Propo- 
ſition, The Biſhop of Rome cannot err in his judicial Determinations tuncern- 
ing Faith, is not to be found either in Letter or Senſe, in any Scripture, in any 
Council, or in any Father of the Church, for the full ſpace of a Thouſand Tears 
and more after Chriſt > To this you anſwer, 1. That in the Senſe wherein 
$4 Yyy 1 _Catholicks 


P. 180. 


Action. 8. 
Synod. 6 
Canus, 1. 6. 
Cap. alt. 


P. 267: 


Ibid. 
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Ibid. 


Catholicks maintain the Pape's Infallibility to be a matter of neceſſary Bel ief to | 


all Chriſtians it is found (for Senſe) both in 91h cor Oouncils, and Fathers, 
as you {9 you have proved, in proving the Infallibi | 
which he is the moſt principal and neceſſary Member. So then, when we en- 
quire for the Infallibility of General Councils, we are ſent to the Pope for his 
Confirmation to make them ſo; but when we enquire for the Pope s Infalli 
bility, we are ſent back again to the Councils, for the Proof of it. And 
they are hugely to blame, if they give not an ample Teſtimony to the Pope, 
ſince he can do them as good a turn. But, between them both, we ſee the 
greateſt Reaſon to believe neither the one, nor the other to be Infallible. 


But, 2. You would offer at ſomething too for his Perſonal Infallibility; in 


which I highly commend your Prudence, that you ſay, Tou mill omit Scrip- 


ture; and you might as well have omitted all that follows, ſince you ſay 


only, That the Teſtimonies you have produced, ſeem to do it in effect; and at 
laſt ſay, That it is an Aſſertion you have wholly declined the maintaining of, 
and judge it expedient to do ſo ſtill, And you may very well do ſo, if there 
be no better Proofs for it than thoſe you have produced, but however, we 


muſt examine them. Doth not the Council of Chalcedon ſeemto ſay, in effect, 


that the Pope is Infallible, when, upon the reading of his Epiſtle ro them, in 


CTConcil. Chalc. 


part. a. Act. 2 
P. 228. 


Concil. Epbeſ. 
p. 2. AF, 3. p. 
330. 


P. 2813. 


. after the reading of Leo's Epiſtle againſt 


Condemnation of the Eutychian Hereſie, the whole Aſſembly of Prelates cry vat 
with Acclamation, and profeſs that S. Peter (who was Infallible) ſpake h the 
Mouth of Leo, and that the Pape was Interpreter of the Apoſtle's Voice You 
do well to uſe thoſe cautious Expreſſions of ſeeming to ſay in effect, for it 
would be a very hard matter to imagine any ſuch thing as the Pope s Infal. 
libility in the higheſt Expreſſions. uſed by the Council of Chalcedon. For, 

utyches, and many Teſtimonies of 
the Fathers to the ſame Purpoſe, the Council begins their Acclamarions, with 
theſe Words, This is the Faith.of the Fathers, this is the Faith of the Apoſtles ; 
all who are orthodox hold thus. And after it follows, Peter by Leo hath thus 
ſpoken, the Apoſtles have taught thus. Which are all the Words there cxtant 
to that purpoſe. And, Is not this a ſtout Argument, for the Pope's Perſo- 
nal Infallibility? For, What elſe do they mean, but only that Leo, who 
ſucceeded in the Apoſtolical See of S. Peter at Rome, did concur in Faith with 


* 


S. Peter, and the reſt of the Apoſtles? Bur, Do they ſay, that it was im- 


poſlible that Leo ſhould err, or that his Judgement was Infallible? or only 
that he owned that Doctrine which was Divine and Apoſtolical 2 And the 
Council of Epheſus (your next Teſtimony). hath much leſs than this, even 
nothing at all. For the Council ſpeaks not concerning S. Peter, or the Pope 
in the place by you cited; only one of the Pope's officious Legates, Philip, 
begins very formally, with S. Peter's being Prince and Head of the Apoſtles, 
Sc. and that he to this Day & mis duri Ha CN 8 Hg; Lives in his Succeſſors, 
and paſſeth Fudgment. Is it not a very good Inference from hence, that the 
Council acknowledged the Pope's Perſonal Infallibility ? Becaule one of the 
Pope's Legates did aſſert in the Council, that S. Peter lived and judged by the 
Pope. And yet, Might not this be done without his Perſonal Infallibility, 
in regard of his Succeſſion in that See which was founded by S. Peter? But 
youare very hard driven, when you are fain to take up with the Sentence 
of a Roman Prieſt, inſte ad of a General Council, and any Judgment in mat- 
ters of Faith, inſtead of Infallibility. Your other Teſtimonies of S. Hie- 
rom, S. Auguſtine, and S. Cyprian, have been largely examined already ; and 
for the remaining Teſtimonies of four Popes, you juſtly fear it would be an- 
ſwered, that they were Popes, and ſpake partially in their own Cauſe. And you 
giveus no antidote againſt theſe | apy bur conclude very warily, 7hat 2 
a 


lity ef General Countils, of 
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0 had hitherto declined the defence of that Aſſertion, and profeſſed that it would 
x be ſufficient for Proteſtants to acknowledge the Pope Infallible ing and with 
f General Councils only. But, as we ſee no Reaſon to believe General Councils 
- ar all Infallible, whether with, or without the Pope; ſo neither can we lee, 
8 but if the Iufallibility of the Council depends on the Pope's Confirmation, 
b you are bound to defend the Pope's Perſonal Infallibility, as the main BA. 
d wark of your Church, | | 
q 2 | | 2 N 2 

l — 
n f 

ö 10: Of the Errors of Pretended General Council. 

y 5 «? 2 | | 

it The erroneous Doctrine of the Church of Rome in making the Prieſts Intention 
„ neceſſary to the Eſſence of Sacraments. That Principle deſtrudlive to all Cer- 
e tainty of Faith upon our Author s Grounds. The Abſurdity of aſſerting that 
e Councils define themſelves to be Infallible. Sacramental Actions ſufficient! 
, diſtinguiſhed from others without the Prieſt's Intention. Of the moral Aſſu- 
n rance of the Prieſt s Intention, and the Inſufficiency of a meer virtual In- 
7 tention. The Pope s Confirmation of Councils ſuppoſeth Perſonal Infallibi- 
e lity. Tranſubſtantiation an Error decreed by Pope and Council. The Re- 
u pugnancy of it to the Grounds of Faith. The Teſtimonies brought for it out 
it of Antiquity examined at large, and ſhewed to be far from proving Tranſub- 
l ftantiation. Communion in one kind a Violation of Chriſi's Inſtitution. The 
, Decree of the Council of Conſtance implies a non obſtante to it. The un- 
f alterable Nature of Chriſt's Inſtitution cleared. The ſeveral Evaſions con- 
h | dered and anſwered. No publick Communion in one kind for a Thouſaud Tears 
'3 | after Chriſt. The Indiſpenſableneſs of Chriſt's Inſtitution owned by the Pri- 
5 . mitive Church, Of Invocation of Saints, and the Rhetorical Expreſſions of 
IC the Fathers which gave occafion to it. No Footſteps of the Invocation of 
5 Saints in the threefirſt Centuries ; nor Precept or Example in Scripture as 
0 our Adverſaries confeſs. Evidences againſt Invocation of Saints from the 
h Chriſtians Anſwers to the Heat hens. The Worſhip of Spirits and Heroes a- 
* mong the Heathens juſtifiable on the ſame Grounds that Invocation of Saints 
* is in the Church of Rome. Commemoration of the Saints without Invoca- 
e tion, in S. Auguſtin s time. Invocation of Saints as practiſed in the 
n Church of Rome, a Derogation to the Merits of Chriſt. Of the Worſhip 
e . of Images, and the near approach to Pagan Idolatry therein. No Uſe or 
"= Veneration of Images in the Primitive Church. The Church of Rome juſt- 
p ly chargeable with the Abuſes committed in the Worſhip of Images. 

55 | . s f | 
Lthough nothing can be more unreaſonable than to pretend that Church, 0. 1. 
e Perſon, or Council to be Tnfallible, which we can prove to have actual - 
e ly erred; yet we have yielded ſo much to you, as to diſprove what you 
Q have in general brought for the one, before we come to meddle with the, 
it other. But that being diſpatched, we come to a more ſhort and compendi- 
C ous way of overthrowing your /fallibility, by ſhewing the palpable Falſity 
. of ſuch Principles which muſt be owned by you as Infallible Truths, becauſe 
Po defined by General Councils confirmed by the Pope. Whereof, the firſt in the p g, 
d Endictment, as you ſay, is thatof the Prieſts Intention defined by the Councils 
p- of Florence and Trent (both of them confirmed by the Pope) to be eſſentially 
_ neceſſary to the Validity of a Sacrament. Concerning this, there are two 
2 | 
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things to be enquired into, 1. Mhether this doth not render all Pretence of 
Infallibility with you a vain and uſeleſs thing * 2. Whether it be not in it 


ſelf an Error: | 


We muſt begin wick the f(t of theſe, for that was the Occaſion of his 
Lordſhip's entring upon it; for he was ſhewing, That your claim of Infal- 


 libility is of no uſe at all, for the ſettling of Truth and t eace in the Church; 


becauſe no Man can either know or believe this Infallibility. It cannot be be- 
lived with Divine Faith ; mw no Foundation either in the written Mord of 
God, or Tradition of the Catholick Church; and no humane Faith can be 


ſufficient in order to it. But neither can it be believed or known, upon that 


Lecree of the Councils of Florence and I rent, that the Intention of the Hrieſi 
is neceſſary to the Validity of a Sacrament. And leſt you ſhould think I te- 
preſent his Lordihip's Words too much with Advantage, I Will take his 
Argument in the Words you have ſummed it up in, which arethele : Before 
the ( barch or any particalar Man can make uſe of the Pepe's Infallibility (that 
is, be ſettled, and confirmed in the Truth by means thereof) he muſt either know, 
or «pon ſure Groands believe, that he is Infallible. But (ſays the Biſhop) 
this can only be believed of him, as he is S. Peter's Succeſſor and Biſhop of 


Rome; of which it is impaſſible, in the Relator s Opinion, for the Church or 


any particular Man, to have ſuch Certainty, as is ſufficient to ground an Tnfal- 
lible Belief. Why? Becauſe the Knowledge and Belief of this, depends upon 
his being traly in Orders, truly a Biſhop, truly a Prieſt, truly Baptized ; none 
of all which, according to our Principles, can be certainly known and believed; 
becauſe (forſooth) the Intention of him that adminiſtred theſe Sacraments to 
the Pope, or made him Biſhop, Prieſt, &c. can never be certainly known; and 
yet by the Doflrine of the Councils of Florence aud Trent, it is of abſolute 
neceſſity to the Validity of every one of theſe Sacraments, ſo as without it, the 
Pope were neither Biſhop nor Prieſt. Thus I grant 'you have faithfully 
ſumm'd up his Lordſhip's Argument; we muſt now ſee with what Courage 
and Succeſs you encounter ir. . Your firſt Anſwer is, That though it be le- 
vell d againſt the Pope's Infallibility, yet it hath the fame Force againſt 
the Infallibility of the whole Church in Points Fundamental; for we 
cannot be Infallibly ſure, there is ſuch a Number of Baptized Perſons to 
make aChurch. By this, we ſee how likely you are to aſſoil this Difficulty, 
who bring it more ſtrongly upon your ſelf, without rhe leaſt Inconvenience 
to your Adverſary. For I grant, it neceſſarily follows againſt the Pretence 
of any Infallibility, whether in Church, Councils, or Pope, as being a cer- 
tain ground for Faith; for all theſe muſt ſuppoſe ſuch a Certainty of the due 


| Adminiſtration of Sacraments, which your Doctrine of Jutention doth ut- 


terly deſtroy. For theſe two things are your Principles of Faith, chat there 
can be no certainty of Faith, without preſent Infallibility of the Church; and 
that, in order to the believing this Teſtimony Infallible, there muſt be ſuch a 
certainty as is ground ſufficient for an Iafullible Belief. Now, How is it 
poſſible there can be ſuch, when there can be no certainty of the Being of a 
Church, Council, or Pope, from your own Principles? For when the only way 


of knowing this, is a thing not poſſible to be evidenced to any one in any 


way of Infallibile certainty, viz. the Intention of the Prieſt, you muſt unavoid- 
ably deſtroy all your Pretence of 1»fallibility. For, To what purpoſe do you 
tell me, that Pope or Councils are Infallible, unleſs I may be Infallibi) ſurethat 
ſuch Decrees were paſſed by Pope and Council? ] cannot be aſſured of that, 
unleſs T be firſt aſſured that they were Baptized. Perſons, and Biſhops of the 
Church; and for this you dare not offer at Infallible certainty, and therefore 


all rhe reſt is uſeleſs and vain, So that while by this Doctrine of the Inten- 


tion of the Prieſt for the Validity of the Sacraments, you thought to advance 


higher the Repyration of the Prieſ{hood, and to take away the Aſſurance of 


Proteſtants, 
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Proteſtants, as to the Benefits which come by the uſe of the Sacraments of 
Baptiſm and the Lord s Supper, you could nor have aſſured any thing more 
really pernicious to your ſelves, than this Doctrine is. So ſtrange an 1»- 
rogitancy was it in thoſe Councils to define it, and as great in thoſe who 
| defend it, and yet at the ſame time, maintain the Neceſſity of a preſent 
Infallibility in the Charch and general Councils. For can any thing be 
more rational, than to deſire the higheſt Aſſurance as to that, whoſe Ueerets 
Jam to believe Infal/ible > And yer at the laſt, you confeſs we ean have 
but a moral Certainty of it, and that of the loweſt degree; the utmoſt 
ground of ir, being either the Teſtimony of the Prieſt himſelf, or, tliat we 
have no ground to ſuſpect the contrary. Now what unreaſonable Men are 
you, who ſo much to the Diſhonour of Chriftian Religion cry out upon the 
rational Evidence of the Truth of it, as an uncertain Principle, and that Pro- 
reſtants though they aſſert the higheſt Degree of actual Certainty, caunot 
have any Divine Faith, becauſe they want the Churches infallible Teſt mily ? 
And yet when we enquire into this /rfallible —_—_— you are fain to re- 
ſolve it, into one of the moſt uncertain and conjectural things imaginable. For 
what can J have lefs ground to build my Faith upon, than that che Pref 
had at leaſt a virtual Intention to do as the Church doth 2: Whom muſt I be- 
lieve in this Caſe? And w hereon muſt that Faith be grounded? On the Priefts - 
Ieſtimony? Bur how can I be aſſured, but that he, who may wander in his 
Intention, may do ſo in his Expreſſion too? Or muſt T do it becauſe I have no 
reaſon to ſuſpect the contrary ? how can you aſſure me of that, that I have 
no reaſon to ſuſpect the contrary? no otherwiſe than by telling me, that the 
; Prieſt is a Man of that Honeſty and ere he cannot be ſuppoſed to 
do ſuch a thing without Intention So that, though I were in /taly or Spain, 
where, ſome have told us, it is no hard Matter to meet with Fews in Prieſts 
Hnabits, and profeſſing themſelves ſuch, and acting accordingly ; yet I am 
bound to believe (though) they heartily believe nothing of Chriſtianity) that 
in all Sacraments they muſt have an Intention to do as the Church doth. With- " 
out which, we are told by you, No Sacrament tan be valid, becauſe the Matter 
and Form cannot be determined or united without the Prieſſ's Iutention. And 
therefore I do not only Object, that this rakes away the Comfort of all Sarra- 
ments as to the Receivers, but that ir deſtroys all certain Foundations of Faith. 
Becauſe the Promiſes of Infallibility ſuppoſing that, which I can haveno'd/- 
ſurance of, that Infallibility can be no Foundation of Faith at all to me. As 
for Inſtance,Suppoſe the I ile to an Eſtate depends upon the King's free Doua- 
tion, and this Donat lon to be confirmed by his great Seal; but yet fo, that if 
the Loril Chancellor in the ſealing it, doth not iutend it ſhould paſs on that 
Account, the whole Gift becomes null in Law. I pray tell me now, What 
other Aſurance you can have of your Title to this Eſtate, than you have of 
the Lord Chancellor's Intention in paſſing the Seal? And what Infallibie Cer- 
tainty you can have of ſuch Intention of his 2 Juſt ſuch is your Caſe, you 
tell us, The only Ground of Infallible Certainty in Faith is the Churches In- 
fallibility, this Tufallibility comes by a free Promiſe of Chriſt, this Promiſe 
muſt ſuppoſe a Church in being; that there is a Church, we can have no more 
8 than that there are Baptized Perſons, but the Validity of their 
aptiſm requires the Prieft's Intention in adminiſtting it; and therefore we 
can have no more Aſſurance of the Charches Tufallibility, than we have of 
the Prieſt's Intention. And, is this it at laſt; which your loud Clamours of 
Ifallibility come to > Ts this the Effect of all your Exclamations again 
Proteſtants, for making Faith ancertain by taking away the Charch s Infal- 
libiliiy ? Muſt our Faith at laſt be reſolved into that, which it = 
| poſſible 
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poſſible we ſhould have any undoubted Aſſurance at all of? And will not 
the higheſt Reaſon, the cleareſt Evidence, the moſt pregnant Demonſtra- 
tions which things are capable of, be accounted with you ſufficient Ground 
to build our Faith of the Scriptures upon? And yet, muſt a thing ſo im- 
poſſible to be certainly known, ſo generally uncertain and conjectural, be 
accounted by you ſufficient Ground to believe your Churches Infallibility 3 
Are not the Miracles wrought by Chriſt and his Apaſiles, joyned with the 
Uniwerſal Tradition of the Chriſtian Church, a ground firm enough, for us 
to believe the DoFrine of Chriſt divine? And yet mult the Intention of 
the Prieſt with you be a much ſurer Ground than theſe are ? By all which 
it appears, that if I had not already largely diſcovered your grand Impo- 
flure in your Pretence to Infallibility, this very Doctrine would invincibly 
prove it; ſince, notwithſtanding that Pretence, you muſt reſolve all into 
ſomerhing which falls ſhort of thoſe Grounds of Certainty which we have 
to build our Faith upon. But we muſt now conſider, how you offer to 
' retort this upon his Lordſhip; for you ſay, The ſame Argument will hold 
againſt the Infallibility of the whole Church in Fundamentals; fince Men can. 
not be Infallibly ſure, there is ſuch a Company of Men who are truly Baptized. 
But how manifeſtly ridiculous this is, will appcar, 1. That it will hold in- 
deed againſt all ſuch who aſſert this Doctrine of the neceſſty of the Prieſt's 
Intention, but not others. Therefore if his Lordſhip had ſaid, This Doctrine 
had been true, the Retortion had been good; but you ſaw well enough he 
diſproves it as an Error, and urges this as an Abſurdity conſequent upon it. 
Your Argument then as it is, runs in this Form: If they who hold the Prieſts 
Intention neceſſary cannot be ſure who are Baptized, then they who do not 
hold it neceſſary, cannot. Where is your Conſequence ? For he was ſhew- - 
ing, the uncertainty of it depended upon that Principle, and therefore I ſu 
poſe the denying of the Principle doth not ſtand guilty of the ſame Abſur- 
dity, which the holding it doth. But it may be, the Force lies in being 
Infallibly ſure, and ſo that none can know the Infallibility of the Church in 
Fundamentals, but ſuch as are Infallibly ſure that Men are Baptized. I An- 
ſwer therefore, 2. That there is no ſuch neceſlity of being Infallilly ſure, up- 
on our Principles as there is upon yours. For you build your Faith upon 
the Churches Infallibility in Pope and Councils, but we do not pretend to build 
our Faith upon the Church's Infallib#lity in Fundamentals. All that we aſlert, 
is, that the Church is Infallible in Fundamentals; but we do not ſay, the 
ground of our Faith is, becauſe ſhe is ſo, for that were to make the Church 
the formal Object of our Faith: Since therefore we do not rely on the ( hurch 
as our Infallible Guide in Fundamentals, there is no ſuch Neceſſity of that I- 
fallible Certainty as to this Principle as there is with you, who muſt wholly 
eſtabliſh your Faith upon the Churches Infallibility. The moſt then that we 
aſſert, is, that there is and ſhall always be a Church, for that (as J have told 
you) is all that is meant by a Church being Iufallible in Fundamentals; now 
for this we have the greateſt Aſſurance poſſible, that there ſhall be from the 
Promiſes of Chriſt, and that there is, from the Certainty we have of the Faith 
and Baptiſm of Chriſtiaus, ſince no more is required by us to aſſure Men of 
it, than all Men in the World are competent 7uages of; which ſurely they 
cannot be of the Prieſts Intention. So much for your weak Attempt of re- 
torting this Argument upon his Lordſhip. 5 

But the main thing to be conſidered, is, your ſolid Anſwer you give to 
it; which indeed is of that weight, that it muſt not be ſlightly paſſed 
over. You Anſwer therefore, That both a General Council and the Pope, 
when they define any Matters of Faith, do alſo implicitly define that themſelves 
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ae Mfallible; and 65 Conſequence that both the Popt in'ſuch C aſe;-ant alſothe 
Biſhops that fit in Council are Perſons Baprized, in holy Orders,” and have ail 
t bings eſſentially neceſſary for that Function, which they then execute. Neither 
is there any more Uiffieulty in the Caſe of the Pope nom, than there was in the 
time 75 the Prophets and Apoſtles of old; "whom all muſt grant that'with the 
ſame Breath they defined, or Iutgllibly declared the ſeveral AFticles'and Points 
of Doctrine propoſed by them WF the Faithful, and their own Infall:bility in 
propofing them. So indeed Vega anſwered in the CaſE of general Collyerls ; 
for when it was demanded, How it ſhould he known that the Co W] 
a lawful Council, he ſays, Becauſe the Councel defined it felf to B&Jo; but for 


chis he is ſufficiently chaſtiſed by Be/larmine, who gives this ynanſwerable p. concil, 1. 4, 
Argument againſt ir. Either it doth appear fipm ſome other Argument, 5. 


that while the Council deſines it ſelf to be a lawful Council, it was à law ful 
Council; or it doth not: if it doth, To what Purpoſe doth ir define it ſelf to 
be a lawful Council? If it doth not, then we ſhall doubt of that Decree 
whereby it defines it ſelf to be ſo: For if I doubt, whether the Council were 
awful before that Decree; I dou t likewiſe, whether it might not err 
in paſſing that Decree. And therefore he grants, that no more than 


moral Certainty or hiſtorical Faith is tequiſite in order to it. Now this 


Argument of Bellarmine's holds with equal Strength (if not more) againſt 
vou; tgr you derive the Lawfulneſs of the Council from its Ifallibility, and 
that 'Tafallib;lity from the Councils Definition. Thus ' therefore I argue: 
Either it doth not appear, that the Counci/ was Tufalliþle before that Defi- 
nition, or doth it not. If it appears to be Tfall:Lle before, then its Infallz- 
bility is not known by that Definition: If it dorh nor, How can IK nowit to 
be 1nfalliple by it 2 For as I doubt, Whether it was Tefall;b/e before it, fo 1 
muſt doubt, whether it was Infallible in it: and vonfequeiſtly it is im- 
poſſible 1 ſhould believe it Infallible becauſe it defines it felf to be ſo. 
Neither do you at all ſalve this, N . only an implicite 'Definitior 
for whether it be implicite or explitite, it ic all one, fince that Defſnition 

made the Ground, why we muſt believe the Council to be Trifallible. And 
of all Men in the World you ſeem the ſtrangeſt in this, that you declaim 
with fo much vehemency againſt thoſe who believe the Scriptures to be 
Tifallitle for themſelves; and yet aſſert that Pope and General Councils are 
to be believed Infallible, becauſe they define themſelves to be ſo. Than which 
no greater Abſurdity can be well imagined. For they who aſſert that the 


— 


Scriptures ate to be believed for themſelves, do not thereby mean that they 


ate to be believed Infallible meerly becauſe they ſay they are Infallible, but 
that out of the Scriptures ſuch Arguments may be brought, as may ſuffi- 
ciently, prove that they come from God. But when you ſay, that Pope and 
85 Councils are to be believed Infallible, becauſe of their implicite 
Definition that they are ſo, you can mean nothing elſe, but that they are 
Infallible, becauſe they take upon them to be Hufallible, for that is all I can 
underſtand by your implicit Definition ; for if they ſhould decree they 


were Infallible, that were an 77 Definition. But yet how ſhould this 


implicit Definition be known? For it muſt be ſome way certainly known, 
or elſe we can never believe that they are Infallible upon that Accouhr. 
Which way then muſt we underſtand that they implicitly define it? Ts 
it by their Meeting, debating, decreeing Matters of Faith: That cannot 
be, for Councils have done all theſe which are acknowledged to have erred. 
Is it by Pope and Council joyning together? But how can that be, unleſs 
T know before, that, when Pope a Council joyn, they are Iufallible? 
If this then be all the way to prove that Pope and Council are true 2 

ecauſe 
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becauſe Iufallible, and they arc Infallible becauſe they define themſelves 
to be fo; I ſee, there is an abſolute Neceſſity of a man's putting oat the Eye 
of his Reaſon, if ever he hopes to ſee Pope and Councils 2222 But für- 
ther yet, there is more Abſurdity ſtill (if more can be imagin d) in this ex- 


cellent Anſwer ; for here is a new Labyrinth for our Author to ſport him- 


ſelf in. For, we are to believe a Council to confiſt of lawful Biſhops be- 
cauſe they are Ivfallible, and yet his only to prove them Iufallible, 
is by ſuppoſing that they conſiſt of law ful Biſhops. For I ask, Whether all 
Perſons meeting together in Council are Infallible? No, Are all Biſhops of 
Proteſtant, and the Greet, and other Churches beſides the Roman, aſſembled 
in Council Infallible? No. Muſt it not then be ſuppoſed, that the Biſhops 
are lawful Bzſhops, before they can implicitly define themſelves Infallible > 
And if their Lawfulneſs muſt be ſuppoſed betore their Infallibiliry, they 
cannot firſt be proved to be Infallible, before we can know, Whether they 
were lawful Biſhops or no. And we cannot know them to be [awful Bz. 
ſhops, unleſs we knew the Intention of the Prief ; and therefore it remains 
proved with Evidence equal to a Demonſtration, that your Certainty of your 
Churches Infallibility, can be no greater than that you have of the Prie/' 
Intention in the Adminiſtration of Sacraments. 7 HCL 
And by this it appears, how abſurdly you go about to compare the Caſe of 
Pope and Council, with that of the Prophets and Apoſtles of old. For you chal. 
lenge not an Infallibility by immediate Inſpiration, but ſuch as is cofiſtantly 
reſident inthe Church, by vertue of ſome particular Promiſes, which muſt ſup- 
poſe the Perſons in whom it lodges to be actually Members of the Church. And 
therefore all the proof of their »fallibility depends upon the Certainty of that, 
which you can never fatisfic any rational men in; bur, L hope, you will not 
ſay, it was ſo in the Prophets and Apoſtles. Beſides, God never ſent any Per- 
ſons with a Meſſage from himſelf to the World, but he gave the World ſuffi- 
cient Evidence in point of Reaſon that He ſent them; either by Miracles, the 


Teſtimony of other Prophets who wrought them, or ſome other ſatisfactory 


way to humane Reaſon, as I have elſewhere proved at large. But there 1s 
no ſuch thing in your Caſe, no rational Evidence at all is offered, but we muſt 
believe the Council lawful becauſe Zfallible, and we muſt believe it nfallible 
becauſe it defines it ſelf to be ſo. Neither is it poſſible to conceive that any 
man ſhould believe whatever the Prophet or ApoſHe ſaid, to be Tnfallibly true; 
unleſs he were before convinced, that they were Infallible who ſpake it. Bur 
ſor this you have a further Anſwer, That it is not neceſſary to believe the In- 
fallibility of the Propoſer, viz. prioritate temporis, in reſpect of time, and after- 
wards the Infallibility of the Doctrine he propoſeth: but it ſalſiceth to believe it 
firſt prioritate naturæ, ſo as the Infallibility of the J eacher be preſuppoſed to the 
Infallibility of his Doctrine. But what this makes to your Purpoſe, Tunder- 


ſtand not. For it is not the Time, but the Evidence we enquire for, or the 


Ground on which we are to believe the Propoſer Infallible. Whether it muſt 
not be ſomething elſe beſides the implicit defining himſelf to be Zufallible ? 
You aſſert that to be a ſufficient Ground in the Caſe of Pope and Councils ; 
and I pray, Will it not be as ſufficient in the Caſe of a Quaker, or Enthufaſt ? 
May not they as well pretend this, that they are Infallible? And if you ask 
them what Evidence they have for it, they may tell you, juſt the ſame that 
Pope and Council have to be ſo: For, as they implicitly define themſelves to be 
Infallible, ſo do they. So that, talk what you will of private Spirits and Eu- 
thufiaſms, I know none lay ſo great a Foundation for them as you do upon this 


Pretence; That we are to believe the Pope and Council Infallible, becauſe impli- 


citly they define themſelves to be ſe. Than which, one could hardly meet with 
| a more, 
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2 more abſurd Anſwer from the highett Enthuſiaſt : For he can tell you as 
boldly, that he hath the Spirit of God, becauſe he hath it; and juſt fo much 
you ſay, and no more, Pope and Council are Infallible,becauſe they are Tnfall;ble. 
But I mult pity you: I know you would not willingly have run into theſe 
Abſurdities, but it was your hard Fortune to maintain a bad Cauſe, and 


you could not poſſibly help it; for the Straigbts you were in, were ſo great, 


that you mult venture thorow great Abſufdity to get out of them. But 
all the Pity I have for you is gone, when I read your next Words. 


Thus we conceive the Relator's Achilles is fallen. How fallen? If he be, it 


is only with Autæus, to riſe the ſtronger. But I aſſure. you, ſo far was he 
from falling by any force of your Anſwer, that he ſtands more impregnably 
than ever, having not ſo much as a Heel left, that you can wound him in. 
And if you have nothing more to ſ>y, than what you here give us in anſwer 
to this Argument, which you tell us, #5 the common Anſwer of Divines ; 1 
am ſo far from wondring that his Lordſhip took no notice of it, that I 
ſhall only wonder at the Weakneſs of your Judgment, or largeneſs of your 
Faith, that can ſo contentedly ſwallow ſuch grand 4bſardities. Mi 

If this be but, as you ſay, the Prologue to the Play, I doubt you will find 
but a ſad Cataſtrophe in it: The main Buſineſs, you tell us, is about the Prieft's 
intention, concefning which he poſitively lays down, that it is not of abſofute 
Neceſſity to the Eſſence of a Sacrament, ſo as to make it void, though the Prieſt s 


| Thoughts ſhould wander from his work, at the Inſtant of ufing the Eſſentials of 


a Sacrament ; yea, or have in him an actual Intention to ſcorn the Church. 
What now have you to ſhew to the contrary 2 If the Prieſts Intention be not 
abſolutely neceſſary to the eſſence or war of a Sacrament, you defire 'a Reaſon of 
your AdverſariesW hy we ſhould not think a Prieſt conſecrates the body of Chriſt, 
as much at a Table where there is Wheaten Bread before him, and that either by 

of diſputation, or reading the 26 Chapter of S. Matthew, he pronounces the 
Words, Hoc eſt corpus meum, as he doth at the Altar ; fince here is the true 


form, Hoc eſt corpus meum, the true matter Wheaten Bread, and he that pro- 


nounces the form, is a true Prieſt, and yet in all Mens Judgment here's no true 
Sacrament made. Something elſe therefore is requiſite to the Eſſence of a Sacra- 
ment, and, What can that poſſibly be, if it be not the Intention which the Church 
requires? Since your Requeſt is reaſonable, I ſhall endeavour your Satisfacti- 
on, and the rather becauſe it tends to the full clearing the Buſineſs in hand. 
To your Enquiry then, I anſwer, That the Inſtitution of Chriſt requiring 
ſuch a Solemnity for the Adminiſtration of it, and ſuch a Diſpofition in the 
Church for the receiving it, and the Performance of ſuch Acts, in order to the 
Adminiſtration, by the Diſpenſer of it ; theſe do ſufficiently diſtinguiſh the 
Lord's Supper from all other Actions, what Matter, Form, or Perſon ſoever be 
there. Were not in the Apoſtles times the aſſembling of the People together 
fox this end, and the ſolemn Performance of the Ads of Adminiſtration, ſuf- 


ficient to diſcriminate the Lord's Supper, from reading the 26 of Matt heb, 


by an Apoſtle at the Table, when there was Bread and Wine upon it? And 
I muſt confeſs, I cannot but wonder that you ſhould be fo much to ſeek 
as not to know the one from tlie other, unleſs you knew the Prieſt's Inten- 
tion? Bur J conſider, your Queſtion was not made for Apoſtolical times, 
but for private Maſſes, wherein the Prieſt may mumble over the Words of 
Conſecration to himſelf, and none elſe be the wiſer or better fot what he 
faith, or doth. Here it was indeed very requiſite you ſhould make the 
Prieſt's Intention neceſſary to diſcriminate this Action, from that you men- 
tioned; but, where- ever the Lord's Supper is duly adminiſtred according 
to the Primitive Inſtitution, the 9 of the Action and * 
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do ſo far individuate it, as ſufficiently to difference it from any other Forma. 
lities whatſoever. And fo itis in conferring Orders ; Is there not enough, 
do you think, in the Solemnity of the Action, with the preceding Circam. 
ſtances, andthe Biſhops laying on of his Hands, with the uſing the Words 
proper to that Occaſion, to difference it from the-Bzſhops caſual laying his 
Hands on the Head of a man, and in the mean time reading perchance the 
- Words of Ordination? We aſſert then, that no further Intention is at all ne- 
ceſſary to the Eſſence of a Sacrament, but what is diſcoverable by the out- 


ward Action. Which being of, that Nature, which may diſſerence it | ſelf 


by reaſon of peculiar Circumſtances from others, there is no imaginah!: 
Necellity to have recourſe to the private Intent ion of the Frzeſt for Satil. 
faction. But ſee how unreaſonable you are herein; for you would make 
that to be neceſſary to diſtinguiſh a Sacramental Action from any other, 
which it is impoſſible any man ſhould be acquainted with. © For, if I had 
no other way to diſtinguiſh in the Caſe you mention, but the Prieft's Inten- 
tion, I muſt be as much to ſeek as ever, unleſs I certainly knew what the 
Prieſt's Intention was; which if you have an Art of being acquainted with; 
I pretend not to it. Is it then neceſſary to dillinguiſh the one from the 
other, or not? If not, To what end is your Queſtion? If it be, To what 
Purpoſe is the Prieſt's Intention, when I cannot know it? But you would 
{cem to object againſt the Circumſtances diſcriminating a Sacramental Action. 
1. If the Circumſtances do ſhew to the Standers by, that the Prieſt really intend; 
to make a Sacrament, and this Signification be neceſſary ;. Then the Prieſts In- 
tention is neceſſary, or elſe, Why is it neceſſary it ſhould be ſignified? 1 anſwer, 
The Circumſtances are not intended to ſignifie the Prieſt's Intention any fur- 
ther, than that Intention is diſcoverable by the AF7ons themſelves, ſo that ir 
is not any inward Intention which is thereby ſignified, but only ſuch an Iten 
tion as the outward Action imports, which is the Celebration of the Sleſſed Sa- 
crament. So it is not the Prieſt's intending to make a Sacrament, as you 
phraſifie it, but his intending to celebrate it, i. e. not ſuch an Iutention as is 
unitive of matter and form, as your Schools ſpeak in this Caſe, but ſuch as re- 
lates to the external Action. But againſt this you urge, 2. Fhat ſuch exter- 
nal Signification is not at all neceſſary; for, ſay you, Might not a Catholicſt Priot, 
to ſave the Soul of ſome dying Infant, baptize it, if he could, without any ſuch 
Si2nification by Circumſtances 2 Yes, and a very charitable Man he would be 
in it too, if without any Signzfication by Circumſtances, he could ſave the Soul 
of a dying Infant. But I thould think his meer Intention were ſufficient, 


and that the chief Prieſt would ſupply the reſt, as the Schools determine ina 


like Caſe. For they put a very hard Queſtion to themſelves, I the Intertiun 

of a Prieſt be neceſſary to the Validity of a Sacrament, then, What becomes of 

Ihe Soul of an Infant, which dies, being baptized without the Prieſts Intention? 

can A'en-T'o which they anſwer, It may be very piouſly believed, that in that Caſe, ſum- 
228 d; mus Saccrdos ſupplebir, the High Prieſt will ſupply that Defedt ; and what 
3. 6. ect. i. they ſay of Iuteution, is much more true of Bapziſmir ſelf ; for inCaſe it be not 
— 5 done out of Contempt, I lay that ſummus Sacerdos ſuppiebit : Tris not the meer 
Boravices, . Want of Baptiſm will damn the Soul of the Infant, (as you ſuppoſe) when 
4.7.5. 2. you make it ſo neceſſary, to uſe ſuch Shifts as you ſpeak of, ta ſave the Soul 
ef a dying Infant. Bur, Do you thing ſeriouſly, that is the way to do it; 
for a Prieſt, under a P Hyſical Pretence to ſprinkleWater on the Child Face often, 

aud once among the reſt, to ſay ſoftly, or by way of Diſcourſe, Ego te baptizo, 

Sc. with Intention to conferr the Sacrament ? But you ask however, Whe- 

ther the Child be not really baptized by this, although none took notice of what the 

Prieſt did > J anſwer, though we ſhould grant it, yet it proves not on » 
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Of the Errors of , Pretended General Councils. 
Priefs inward Intention Was it which mads it a Sacrament . 1 the Obſer- 
vation of the Iſtitatian of Chtiſt in the external Actions; and fo. far, as 
chat is obſerved in this oad kd of baptizirg, ſo far it is Baptiſm, and no 
more. There aretwo Things therefore tobe obſerved in S c Acti- 


ons. 1. The Miſferenciug of them from other̃ com no or ordinary Actions, 


and this we ſay is done by the Circumſtances attending them. 2. The Vali- 
dity of them as Sacramexts, and this dependswwholly. and only on the Ob- 
ſervation of Chris Inſtitution. For, as it is Inſtitution which makes à Sa- 
trament, fo it is the Obſervation of it, which makes this a Sacramental 
Action, and not another. But in neither gaſe is the Prie/t's Intention necef: 
ſary to the Eſſence of a Sacrament; for Yay have its full Force in all Re- 
ſpecta it was appointed for, whatever the 2 Intention be. So 
that neither of your Inſtances, as to the Sacraments of Baptiſm, or the Eu- 
chariſt, do ar all imply the Neceſſity of the Prieſts Intention, in order to the 
Eſſence of a Srament, in either of them. HY 
As for theAnconvenience which, you ſay, er poten would follow 
out of this Doctrine, viz., that no Man can reſt ſecure that he hath been real ty 
made Partaker of any, Sacrament, no not of Baptiſm it ſelf. You anſwer, 
1. That as to the far greater part of Chriſtians, the Inconvenience follows as mach 
out of the Biſhop's Principles as yours, that they cannot be , abſolutely certain that 
they are bapti ed becauſe the Prieſt may uitiate ſomething pertaining to. the Ef. 
ſentials of Baptiſm.,, 2. Nou anſwer, 'That moral Aſſurauce is ſufficient in ſuch 
Caſes, i. e. ſuch as. is liable to no quſt cauſe of doubting and ſuſpecting the contra. 
15 We accept of this latter Anſwer in reference to your Retortion of the 
Inconvenience upon us, as to Which we ſay, That where is no ſufficient 
cauſe of doubting, a Man quglit to reſt ſatisfied. But 1 ſhall now ſhew 
you, that this aral aſſurance cannot be ſufficient in your Caſe, and that for 
theſe Reaſons, . Becauſe you build a main Principle of Faith upon it, and 
you ſay, That moral Aſſurance cannot be a ſuſfectent Foundation for Faith ; for 
then all your Diſcourſe of the Reſolution of Faith, comes to nothing, which 
runs upon this Principle, That nothing ſport, of Infallibility tan be 4 fufficjent 
Foundation for Faith. Now that you build à Prineiple of Fah upon it, is 
evident, as.E. have proved already, even all that I»failzb#ity you pretend to 
in Church, Pope, and Council; for all depends upon chis, that you certainly 
know, that ſuch Perfons in your Church have had the Sacrament of Baptiſm 
truly adminiſtred, which cannot be without knowing the Pries Inteation, 
2. Becauſe you acknowledged before, that there muſt be ſuch a certainty as 
is ſufficient to ground an Ifallible Belief; for this ycu placed in his Lord- 
ſhip's Objection, and this you pretended to fatisfic, by ſaying, That the Pope 


aud Council implicitly define themſelves to be Infallible ;, and therefore you fall 


much beneath your ſelf now, when you fay,. Moral Aſſurauce is ſuſſicient. 
3. Becauſe we have far greater ground for i Aſſurauce than you: for we 
make no more requiſite to the Eſſeuce of a Sacrament, than what all Men are 
competent Judges of; and our urch allows no ſuch Baptiſins, wherein none 


but the Prieſt is preſent; therefore if he viates any ching eſſential to Baptiſin, 


it may eaſily be diſcovered; but in yout caſe you have no poſitive Aſſurance 
at all of the Prieſt's Intention, the utmoſt you can pretend to, is, your having 
no ground i ſuſpect it, which in many caſes there may be. So that you 
cannot have properly a moral Crrtaz 


nty, which hath ſome Evidence to build 
it ſelf-upon ; but in your cafe there can he no Evidence at all of che Prieſt's 


Intention, and therefore the Knowledge of it is uncert2in and conjectural. 
So that there is a vaſt difference between that worz! A urance, which we 


may have from the external Action, and that which you can poſſibly have 
| a Lzz 2 Sen; | from 
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from the Prieſts Intention. 4. The Danger is far greater, in not having this 
Aſſurance upon your Principles, than upon ours, and yet we have far 
greater Aſſurance than you can poſſible pretend ro. Your Danger is mani- 
teſtly greater, as appears by this evident Demonſtration of it, viz that in 
Caſe the Prieſt's Intention be wanting, you mult, by your own Confeſſion, 
be guilty of groſs Idolatry; and yet you cannot certainly know, what the 
Prieſt's Intention was. This is plain in the Caſe of the Euchariſt, whoſe 
Adoration you profeſs to be lawful, becauſe you ſuppoſe Chriſt to be preſent 
there. Now this depends upon a thing impoſſible for you certainly to know, 
and that is the Prieſt s Intention in the Conſecration. For if the Prieſt want- 
ed that inward Intention which you make neceſſary to the Eſſence of a Sa. 
crament, then, for all his pronouncing the Words of Conſecration, Hoc eſt 
corpus meum, Chriſt's Body may not be there; and in caſe it be not there, 
you are by your own Confeſſion guilty of 7dolatry, for you do not then 
worſhip Chriſt, but meerly the Bread. Therefore, ſuppoſing Adoration of 
the Euchariſt upon your Principle of Tranſulſtantiation were not 1delatry; 
yet ſince that depends upon a thing zmpoſible to be known. Who can with a 
good Conſcience do that, which he cannot be certain, bur in the doing it, he 
may commit the greateſt Idolatry? Wherefore, all the ill Conſequences of 
this Doctrine of the Intention of the Prieſt conſidered, beſides the palpable 
Errors of it, never was any Doctrine more imprudently contrived, or more 
weakly managed, than when this was decreed at the Councils of Florence 
and Trent. | 
You ſpend many Words to explain that virtual Intention which the Schools 
have taken up from Scotus upon this Subject; but, all that you ſay, adds 
nothing of Satisfaction: Upon theſe Grounds, 1. Becauſe this virtual Inter 
tion muſt ſuppoſe ſome actual Intention, ſo it is in all thoſe Caſes you men- 
tion of a Servant on his Fourney, a Labourer at his Work ; tho' theſe may not 
have always an expreſs Intention of the Deſign of their Journey or Labour, 
yet there is ſufficient Evidence from both of them, to know they had an a&u- 
al Intention, and there is no neceſſity of knowing any more of it, than what 
their Actions diſcover : but in your Caſe it is neceſſary ro know that there 
was once an atual Intention, becauſe upon that depends the Eſence of the 
Sacrament : And that is it which we object againſt you, that you cannot 
have any Aſſurance that the Prieſt, ever had an expreſs Intention. We do 
not therefore ſay, that any wandring Thoughts after, do deſtroy the eſſence of 
a Sacrament ; but the want of an actual Intention at all upon your Principles 
doth it, and this you cannot be certain of upon your Grounds. And there- 
fore your virtual Intention doth you no ſervice art all ; for you ſay, This 


virtual Intention is, when the Prieſt doth really operate, or celebrate the Sacra 


ment in virtue of an expreſs Intention which he had to do it; therefore it ne- 
ceſſarily follows, that the Eſſence and Validity of the Sacrament muſt depend 


upon the firſt expreſs Intention, and not the after virtual one. So that if you 


cannot be certain of the firſt actual Intention, the Sacrament may want its 


Eſſence; for all that you know. 2. Though a virtual Intention may be con- 


| ſiſtent with ſome wandring Thoughts from rhe fiſt Intention, yet not with an 


expreſs Intention to the contrary. As in your own Inſtance, A Servant ſent 
upon Buſineſs, hath at firſt an expreſs Intention, ro do what his Maſter com- 
mands him ; after, falling into Company upon his Way, he loſeth for the 
time his actual Intention; but, as long as he goes on upon his firſt Buſineſs, 


he retains, I grant, a virtual Intention of it: But, ſuppoſing that Company 


diſſwade him from it, or his own Mind turn, ſo that he hath an actual In- 


tention tothe contrary, Will you ſay, this man retains his virtual Intention 
ſtill - 


— 
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{till} Now our Argument doth not lie meerly in this, that the Pridf, at 


the inſtant of Conſecraticn, may have his Mind diſtracted from the matter, 
in which caſe you lay, The virtual Intention remains ſtill, and is ſufficient ; 
bur, that you cannot have any Certainty, but he may haye an actual and x- 
reſs Intent ion to the contrary, at the inſtant of Conſ#ration, and this deſtroys 
bis virtual Intention, and conſequently the Eſſence of the Sacrament. For, 
as long as you require an inward Intention, befides the external Alion, you 
muſt be aſſured, that he had no actual contrary Intention ar that time, or 
elſe your virtual Intention ſignifies-nothing to you Rurpole or Satis faction. 
That which remains, is concerning Catharinus, of whom his Lordſhipfays, . 
That being, preſent at Trent, he diſputed this caſe very learnedly, and malle it 
moſt evident, that this Opinion cannot be defended, but that it muſt open a way 
for any unworthy Prieſt, to make infinite Nullities in the Adminiſtration of Sa- 
craments ; and that his Arguments were of ſuch Strengb, as amazed the other 
Divines which were preſent. And concluded, that no internal Intention was 
required in the Miniſter of a Sacfument, but that Intention which did appear, 
opere externo, in the work it ſelf performed i bim; and that if he had un- 
worthily any wandring Thoughts ; nay more, am contrary Intention within 
him, yet it neither did, nor could hinder the e effect of any Sacrament. 
To this you anſwer, That the Cardinal Palavicino is clear of Opinion, that 
the Council decreed nothing againſt him ; becauſe he denied not an Intention to 


the common way of the Schoolmen. But whoſoever will read the Arg 

which Carharinas uſed in the Council of Trent againſt the. Prieſt autention, 
will eaſily, find that he diſpute@againſt all manner of inward Intention, but 
ſuch as may be diſcovered by the external Action. But we muſt conſider 
that Palavicino had a particular Kindneſs for Catharinus, as being of Siena 
(the preſent Pope's Country) inſomuch that. Ceſar Aguilinius ſaith, F Lu- 
ther had been of Siena, the Cardinal Palavicino would have defended him: 
and thence he endeayours to -vindicate him in the Point of Certitude of 
Grace, as well as imthis of the Prieſts Intention, though in both, he goes 
contrary to the general Senſe of your Divites, both then at Trent, and 

ever ſince; who looked on both Opinions of Catharinus, as condemned 

there, as is manifeſt by Bellarmin, Suarez, 'Vaſqittz, Valentia, and others. 

But however, we may obſcrvethis from hence, What an excellent Rule of 
Faith, and judge of Controverſies the Decrees of your Council of Trent are, 

when there have been, and are till, ſuch different Opinions, and eager 

Conteſts about the Segſe of them; that in one point Dominicus 4 Soto 
ſaith, the Council decreed of his ſide, Catharinus ſaith juſt the contrary, 
and yet both great Divines and preſent in the Council. And in this Do- 

ctrine of the Intention of the Prieſt, the general Apprehenſion then was, 

and hath been ſince, that Catharinus his Opinion was condemned there, 

but Cardinal Palavicino undertakes to rw the contrary. So tliat in the 
mean time here is like to be a fair end of Controverſies, by your pretended 

Infallible Decrees of Councils, when you are ſo far from being agreed, 

what the Senſe of them is: and yet Tou, Tou are the en who ſay; Con- 
troyerfies cannot be ended by the Scripture, becauſe 


be neceſſary in the Sacrament, but only explicated the thing differently # cond 
uments 


ſufficiently vindicated his Lordſhip's firſt Charge of Error againſt your 
Pretended General Councils, confirmed by the Pope. 2 | 
Before we come to the ſecond, you ſay, His Lordſhip preſents ſuch 'a 


quaint Subtilty againſt the Pope's Right to confirm them, and the Neceſſity of 


bis Confirmation, that you cannot well avoid the taking notice of it. Thus then, 
p 4 


re are ſuch. Diffe? 
rences in the Senſe and Interpretation of it. Thus (we hope) we have 


P. 273. 
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ſbauld confirm it; but if he doth not err, yaugravt it is true, before the 


De Ooncil. J. 2. 
6. 1 1. 


you ſay, he argues, No Conncil is confirmed till ar be fintſhed.; aud when it ts 
finiſhed, even before the Pqe Confirmation be pat to it, either it hath erred, or 
it hath not 'erred : [f it hath erret, the Pope agght not to confirm m,; and if he do, 
1 N void Att : forgo Power can make®Falſhood Truth : If it hath not erred, 


then it mas true before the Mye confirmed it; ſo his Confirmation adds nothing but. 


his own Aſſent. © As quaint a Subriliy as you call this, I am ſure you are hard 
put to it, to return any ſatisfactory Anſwer to it. For yqudiſtinguiſh of the 
Pope's joynt-conſent, and of his actual Confirmation, in caſe, ſay you, the Pope 
either in Perſon, or by his Tegates | concur with the Council, then the Definition is 
unqueſtionably Inf allible; but in caſe he doth not, then the actual Confirmation is 
neceſſary ; but incaſe the Council err," the Pope ought not, and it is impaſſe he 
Oh con- 
firms it, but his Confirmation makes us infatlibly certain that it is true. L Ii 
is the full force of your Anſwer, which by no means takes off the Difficulty, 
as will appear, 1. That by reaſon of the Pope's rare Appearance in General 
Councils (never in any that are unqueſtioned by rhe Greet and Latin Church. 
es.) that of his joint canſent mor ſerye you; neither doth the PEſence 
of his Legates ſuſfioe; for it is det 
Reaſons, that though the Pope's Legat#s conſent 


et if choy have not theex. 


prreſai Sentence of the Pope, the Council may etr nõtwithſtanding. So that ſtill 


the Fope's actual Confirmation. is ſuppoſed necefſaty, and that aſter the De- 
finitioũs of che Council are paſſod. And this is the cate which his Lordſhip 


ſpeaks to: and for your anſwerto that, I ſay, 2. That in plain Terms you 


aſſert cha\Bope's perſonal Tnfallibility, which you diſowned the Defence of 
before a for you ſay, In caſe the Council ent not only the Pope aught not 
to confirm it, but that it is impoſſible he ſhould. Which, what is it other 
than to aſſert, that the Pope ſhall never err, though the Council may? Nei- 
ther is it ſufficient to ſay, That he ſpall never err in confirming the Decrees of a 
Council: for in this cafe the Council is ſũppoſed actually to err already, fo 
that nothing of Infallibility can be at all ſuppoſed in the Council; and if the 
Pope be not conſidered in his perſonal Capacity, he migbe err as well as the 
Council. From whence it follows, ſince you ſuppoſe that a Council may 
err, but not the Pope, that you really judge the Council not to be Infallible, 
but the Pope only. 3. Men you ſay, That if the Council erred not, the 
Pope's Confirmation doth᷑ not make the Definition true, but makes us infalli- 
bly certain that it is true. I enquire further, Whereon this Infallille Cer- 


tainty depends? On a Promiſe made to the Council, or to the Pope? Notto 


the Council, for that you grant may err; but it is poſſible the Pope ſhould 
confirm it, therefore {til! it is ſome Promiſe of the Pope's Infallibility which 
makes Men Tufallibly certain of the Truth of what the Council decrees, 


4. To what purpoſe then are all thoſe Pronififſes and Proofs of Scripture 


which you produced concerning the Council's Iufallibility, if, notwithſtan- 
ſtanding them, a General Council may err 2 Only the Pope ſhall never confirm 
it, and although it do not err, yet we cannot be Infallibly certain of it, but 
by the Pope's Confirmation. And let any reaſonable Man judge, whether 
a promiſe of the Pope's Infallibility, though there be none ar all concerning 
Councils, be not ſ\uffitent for all this 2. So that upon theſe Principles you 


take away the leaſt degree of Neceſſity of any Infallibility in Councils, and 


9. 7. 


reſolve all into the Pope's Infallibility., For to what purpoſe are they Infal- 
lible, if we cannot be certain that any thing which they decre# is true, but 
by the Pope's Confirmation? n 1 

But that the Pope's Confirmation cannot make the Decrees of thoſe you 


. 


account General CouncilsInfallible, nor us Infallibly certain of the Truth of 


them, 
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ermined by Bellarmint, and proved by many 
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them, his Lordſhip proves by mother Evidence in matter of F at, wit. Thee, | 


the Pope hath erred by teaching in and by the Council of Lateran {confirmed hy. 
Innocent 3.) Wat Chriſt is preſent in the Sacrament by way of | Tran/ab/tanti-. 
ation. Which (his Lordſhip faith) was neuer heard of in the Primiilbr 
Church, nor till the Council of Lateran; vor can it & proved out af Scripture; 
and taken properly cannot ſtand with the Grounds of Chriſtian Religion. This 
you call a ſtrange kind of proceedihy, to aſſert a Point of ſo great Importance; 
without ſolving or ſo much as taking Notite of the pregnant Proofs your Authors 
bring both out of Scripture and Fathers to the contram of what he mainly af- 
frms. How pregnantthoſe Proofs are, we muſt examine afterwards ; but his 
Lordſhip might juſtly leave it to thoſe Who aſlert ſo ſtrange a Doctrine to 
produce their Evidence for it. Eſpecially, ſince it is confeſſed by 1o many 
among your ſelves, That it could not be ſufficiently pr.. 

ved, either from Scripture or Fathers to bind Men to the Sc*tus in 4. ſent. diſt. 11. 9.3 
Belief of it, till the Church had defined it in the Council + e 


ö Fiſher contr. capii vt. Baby/. c 
of Lateran : Since, the more moderate and learned Men Cajeran J. 4. 1. 


— * 


P. 299: 


P. 287. 


K. 40. 
9. P. 49. 


7 ; | P 9: N. , 
among your ſelves ( Biſhop Tonſtall for one) gave looked we, Alete in 4. fent. 9.6. 


Tonſtall de verit. corp. C briftt, &c. p. 46; 


on hat Definition as a raſh and inconſiderati Action. Since, Eraſmus in 1 Cor. 5. 
the Engliſh Feſuits confeſſed, that the Fathers did not Fer: in Matth. 26, 


meddle with the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. Since, . ud Epiſcop. Elienſ. reſp. ad pol. 


Cardinal. Bellarm. cap. 1. b. 


Suarez confeſſeth that the Names uſed by the Fathers, are Suarez. in 3. diſp. 50. ſe8. is 


more accommodated to an accidental Change. Since, Fa- 
ther Barns acknowledgeth that Tranſubſtantiation is not the f. 7. liter. C. 

Faith of the Church, and that Scripture and Fathers may 5 N. 
be ſulficiently expounded of a Supernatural Preſente of the Body of Chriſt with. 
out any Change in the Subſtance of the Elements. For which he produces a 
large Catalogue of Fathers and others. . Since therefore we have ſuch Con- 
feſſions of your own Side, What need his Lordſhip (in a Controverſie ſo 
throughly ſifted as this hath been) bring all che Teſtimonies of both ſides 
which had been ſo often and ſo punctually examin d by others? At leaſt 
(you lay) heyhoatd have clearęd how Tranſulſtantiation may be taken impro- 
perly, whereas of all the Words which the Church aſeth, there is none methinks 
leſs apt to a Metaphorical and figurative Stuſe, than this of Tranſubſtantiation. 
By which I ſec you are a Man who would reallfſcem to believe Tranſub- 
Rantiation, ws p are afraid of nothing, but that it ſhould not be impaſſible 
enough fot you to believe it. For his Lordſhip was only afraid, that 
though the Word ir ſelf were groſs enough, yet ſome of the more refined 
and ſubtle Wits might #ranſub/tantiate the Word it ſelf, and leave only the 


Accidents of it behind, by taking it in a ſpiritual Senſe; as Bellarmine con- 
feſſes thoſe Words of St. Bernard, In Sacramento exhiberi nobis veram car- 
nis ſubſtantiam ſed ſpiritualittr non carnaliter, have a true Senſe ; but adds, 


that the Word Spiritualiter muſt not be too often uſed; and the Council o 

Trent would ſeem to provide an Evaſion by Sacramentaliter : and his Lord- 
ſhip not well knowing what they would have by ſuch Expreſſions, there- 
fore he ſaith, properly taken it cannot ſtand with the Grounds of Chriſtian 
Religion. And for all thoſe Expreſſions, Bellarmine as well as the Council 
take it in as groſs a manner as you can deſire ; and I think the Phyſiciav . 
who wanted Impoſſibilities enough to exerciſe his Faith, needed nothing elſe 


Parns Catholico- Remanus Paci fur. MS. 


to try it, but your Doctrine of 7ranſubſtantiation. But you ſay, The term p. 80 


indeed was firſt authoriſed by the Council of Lateran, as 5uoo:@ by that of 
Nice; but for-the thing it ſelf ſignified by this Term, which is @ real Con- 
verſion of the Subſtance of Bread into the Body of Chriſt and of Wine into his 
Blood, "tis clear enough, that it was ever held for a Diviue Truth, If you 

| prove 
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prove but that, I will never quarrel with” you about the Term, call it 
Tranſubſtantiation or what you will; but we do not think it ſo clear, as 
not to want Proofs ſtronger for the Belief of it, than all the Repugnancies 
of Senſe and Reaſon are againſt it. For it is a vain thing for you to attempt 
to prove ſo unreaſonable à Doctrine as this is, by ſome few lame Citations 
of Fathers, unleſs you can firſt prove that the Aut hority of them is ſo great, 
as to make me believe any thing they fay, though never ſo contrary to 


Senſe and Reaſon. If you could bring ſome Places of the Fathers to prove 


that we muſt renounce abſolutely the Judgment of Senſe, believe things 
moſt contradictious to Reaſon, yet you muſt firſt ſhew that the Evidence 
they bring is greater than that of Sexſe or Reaſon. Or that J am more bound 
to believe them, than I am to believe the greateſt Evidence of Seyſe or Keg- 
ſon. When you ſay, In theſe Caſes we muſt ſubmit Reaſon to Faith; we ac- 
knowledge it, when it is no manifeſt Contradiction, in things fo obvious 
ro Senſe or Reaſon, that the aſſerting it, will deſtroy the uſe of our Facul jes 
and make us turn abſolute Sceprticks; for then Faith, muſt be deſtroyed 
too. For may not a Man — as well, whether his hearing may not 
deceive him as his Sight, and by that means he may queſtion all the Tra- 
dition of the Church, and what becometh of his Faith then? And if his 
Sight might deceive him in a proper object of it, Why might not the Ao. 
ſtles Sight deceive them in the Body of Chriſt being riſen from the Grave: 


And if a Man may be bound to believe that to be falſe which his Senſe 


judges to be true, what Aſſurance can be had of any Miracles which were 
wrought to confirm the Chriſtian Doctrine? And therefore his Lordſhip 
might well ſay, That Tranſubſtant iation is not conſiſtent with the Ground; of 
Chriſtian Religion. But of this I have ſpoken already. That which I am 
now upon, isnot how far Reaſon is to be ſubmitted ro Divine Authority, 
in caſe of Certaiuty that there is a Divine Revelation for what I am to be- 
lieve; but how far it is to be renounced, when all the Evidence which is 
brought is from the Authority of the Fathers? So that the Queſtion in ſhort 
is, Whether there be greater Evidence that T am bound to believe the Fa- 
thers in a matter contrary to Senſe and Reaſon, or elſe ro adhere to the 
Judgment of them though in Oppoſition to the Father's Authority? And 
ſince you do not grant their Authority immediately Divine; ſince you 
pretend not to Places as clear out of them as the Judgement of Sexſe and 
Reaſon is in this caſe ; ſince you dare not ſay, that all the Fathers are as much 
agreed about it, as the Sexſes of all Mankind are about the matter in Diſpute ; 
I think with Men who have not already renounced all that looks like Rea- 
ſon, this will be no matter of Controverſie at all. From whence it fol- 
lows, that ſuppoſing the Father; were as clear. for you (as they are a- 
gainſt you) in this Subject, yet that would not be enough to perſwade us 
to believe ſo many Contradictions as Tranſubſtantiation involves in it meerly 
becauſe the Fathers delivered it to us. I fpeak not this, as though 1 did 
at all fear the Clearneſs of any Teſtimony you can produce out of them, but 
to ſhew that you take not a competent Way to prove ſuch a Doctrine as 
Tranſubſtantiation is. For nothing but a ſtronger Evidence than that of 
3 1 and Reaſon, can be judged ſufficient to overſway the clear Dictates of 

th. 

This being premiſed, I come to conſider the clear Evidence you produce 
out of Antiquity for this Doctrine, and ſince you pretend to ſo much 


choice in referring us to Bellarmine and Gualtierus for more, J muſt either 


much diſtruſt your Judgment, or ſuppoſe theſe the cleareſt to be had in 
them, and therefore the Examination of theſe will ſave the Labour of 


ſcarching 
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t ſearching for the reſt. And yet it is the great Unhappineſs of your Cauſe, 

8 that there is ſcarce one of all the Teſtimonies you make uſe of, but either 

8 its Authority is ſlighted by ſome of your own Wr4ers, ot ſufficient Reaſons es 
t iveh againſt it by many of ours: X our firſt is of St. Cyprian (or at leaſt an 797" % Cend 
8 Author of thoſe firſt Ages of the Church) who ſpeaking of the Sacrament of the 8 

0 Euchariſt, ſaith, This common Bread changed into Fleſh and Blood giveth Life. 

b And again, The Bread whichour Lord gave to his Diſciples being changed not in 

6 its outward Form or Semblance, but in its inward Nature or Subſtance, by the 

8 Omrmpotency of the Word is made Fleſh. As to this Teſtimony there are 

1 two things to be conſidered, the Authority, and the Meaning of it. For 

d its Authorit), you ſeem doubtful your ſelf, whether S. Cypriaz's or no (ſince 

ig Bellarmine and others of your own deny it) but at leaſt you ſay, An Author De <iff. gpes; 
3 of thoſe firſt Ages of the Church, but you bring no Evidence at all for it. eine: 

9 Bellarmine grants that he is younger than St. Auguſtine; and others ſay that 

2 none mention him for 800 Years after St. Cyprian time. And the abun- 

d dance of Barbariſms which that Book is ſo full fraught with, manifeſt, that 

* it is of a much later Extraction than the time it pretends to. But the mat- 

2 ter ſeems to be now out of Queſtion; ſince the Book is extant in the Kin 

'S of France's Library, with an Inſcription to Pop? Adrian, and a MS. of it James of the 
* is in the Library of All. Souls in Oxford, with the ſame Inſcription, and Farbers-2. 1a. 
the Name of Arnaldus Bonavillacenſis; who was St. Bernard's Co-tempo- | 
"I rary, and lived in the twelfth Century. And thoſe who have taken the 

* Pains to compare this Book with what is extant of the ſame Author in the | 
p Bibliotheca Patrum, not only obſerve the very ſame Barbariſius, but the ſame —_—_ 4 


of Conceptions and Expreſſions about the Sacrament, which the other hath. ente, 1, 2. 
Although therefore I might juſtly reject this Teſtimony as in all Reſpects 2: 38:- 


, incompetent, yet I ſhall not take that Advantage of you; but, ſuppoſing 
4 him an Author as ancient as you would have him, I ſay he proves not the 
j thing you bring him for. For which, two Things muſt be enquired into. 
t 1. What kipd of Preſence of Coriſt he aſſerts in the Sacrament, 2. What 
4 Change he ſuppoſes to be made in the Elements. For your Doctrine 
% aſſerts, That there is a Converſion of the whole Subſtance of Bread and Wine 
d into the Subitance of the natural Body and Blood of Chriſt, and that this con- 
* veniently, properly, aud moſt aptly is called Tranſubitantiation. Now if this 
4 Author ſpeaks wholly of a real bur ſpiritual Preſence of Chriſt, and if he 
h aſſerts that the Subſtance of Bread and Wine do remain ſtill, you can have no 
by Pretence at all left, that this Author aſſerts your Doctrine of Tranſub- 
U ſlantiation. For the firſt, he expreſly ſaith, That theſe „ 
things muſt not be underſtood after a carnal Senſe : viz. un- 3 : pa ** 
i leſs ye eat the fleſh aud drink the Blood of the Son of man, ipſe magiſter expoſuit,verba hec ſpiritus G- 
4 je ſhall have no life in you; for Chriſt himſelf hath ſaid, u 1 oy Raw int vane fog ad intelle- 
; io . a um tantæ profunditatis penetrat, niſt ſides 

y His Words are ſpirit and life. And nothing can be more waar, Auctor de Cana Domini, ſe&.g: 
4 evident, than that this Author ſpeaks not of any cor-— 
0 poreal, but ſpiritual Preſence of C hriſt, by the Effects which he attributes to it, 
5 calling it inconſumptibilem cibum, that Food which cannot he conſumed ; and 
K the Reaſon he gives of it, is, becauſe it feeds to eternal Liſt, and therefore he 
75 faith it is mortalitatis alimonia, that which nouriſheth to Immortality; which 

cannot poſſibly be conceived of the corporal Preſence of Chriſt, ſince you 
5 confeſs the Body of Chriſt remains no longer in the Body than the ME Ao 
h of the Bread and Wine do. And after he tells us, What Pe ee 
. the feeding upon the Fleſp of Chriſt 15, VIZ. our Hunger and "iS op f 1 4 „ 4 in p. 
" defire of remaining in Chriſt, by which the Sweetneſs of his Z per quod ſicimprimimus. & eliquamus in 
f Love, is ſo imprinted and melted as it were within us, thas 
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the ſavour of it may remain in our Palate and Bowels, 


nobis dulcedinem charitatis, we hereat pa- penitrating and diff ufing it ſelf 7 hrough all the Rec eſſes 
low: viſerribes L ATE of Soul and Body. And ſo juſt before he ſaith, Chriſt did, 


riſque receſſus. Id. ſet. 9 | 
on ſciremus quod manſio noſtra in ipſo 


Spirituali nos inſtruere documento, inſtruct us by aſpiritual 


fit manducatio, & potus quaſi quædam in. Leſſ on, that we might know, that our abidin; in him is our 
corporatio, ſubjeis obſequiis, voluntati= eating of him, and our drinking a kind of Incorporation, 


bus junftis, affeFibus unitis. Id. ib. 


Et non tam corporali quam ſpirituali tran 


the Humility of our Obedience, the Conjunition of our Wills, 
the Union of our Affections. And in another Place de- 


fiene Chriſto net uniri. ett. 4 nies, That there is any corporal Union between Chriſt and 


us, but a ſpiritual; and therefore adds afterwards, 45 


Hee quotics ginn, non dentes ad morden. pften as we do theſe _ we do not ſharpen our Teeth to 
7 


aum acui mus, ſed fide ſincerd panem ſan- 
um frangimus & — Id. tal 8. bit e, but break and 


Id. ſect. 6. 


vide the holy Bread by a ſincere 

Faith. All which and many other Places in that Au- 
thor make it plain, that he doth not ſpeak of ſuch a corporal Preſence as you 
imagine, but of a real but ſpirirual Preſence of Chriſt, whereby the Souls of 
Believers have an intimate Union and Conjunction with Chriſt, which he 


fain have Species to ſigniſie only the Accidents of a corporeal Subſtance to re- 
bs main thing in diſpute, if I can evince that 
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therefore it imports the Subſtance and reality of the thing. And fo the 
Tranſlator of Origen oppoſes the regeneratio in ſpecie to the Baptiſmus in ænig- dale l 
mate, and the manna in ænigmateè to the mann in ſpecie + in both which, is N. 
being oppoſed to the Fgure it denotes the Reality, And one of thoſe Au- 
thors whom you cite, in the very ſame Book and Chapter which you cite, 4% 454 
uſes ſpecics ſanguinis for the ſubſtance of Blood, for he oppoles it to the niit. 
litudo ſanguinis; for when the Perſon objects, and ſays, That after rhe Cap 


is conſecrated ſpeciem ſanguinis non video, I do not ſee the Nature or Sub- 


flance of Blood; he anſwers him, Sed ſimilitudinem habet, But it hath the re- 
ſemblance of it ; for as (ſaith he) there is the Similitude of his Death, ſo there 


is the Similitude of his Blood, Theſe may be ſufficient to ſhew that ſpecies 
corporalis ſubſtantiæ, does not relate to the external Shape and Figure, but to 
the Nature and Reality of it: So that his meaning is, although ir remains 
ſtill-rhe ſame Subſtance of Bread and Wine ; yet there is ſuch an inviſible Ef- 


ficiency of Divine Power going along with the «ſeof it, as makes it to nouriſh 


the Souls of Men to eternal Life. | 3 
And now it will be no matter of Difficulty at all to Anſwer the Places f. 9. 
ou bring out of this Author. The firſt is, This common Bread changed into 
Fleſh and Blood giveth Life, But how little this Place makes to your pur- 
poſe is eaſie to diſcern, becauſe we do not deny a Sacramental Change of 
the Bread into the Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt, but only that ſubſtantial Change 
which you aſſert, but that Author ſufficiently diſproves, even in that very 
Sentence from whence thoſe Words are cited, if you had given them 
us at large. For, ſaith he, that common Bread being 


chang'd into Fleſh and Blood, procures Life and Increaſe to — b —_— * —— 
our Bodies; and therefore from the uſual Effect of Things, tam corfferibus ; ideog; ex conſucto rerum 
the weakneſs of our Faith is helped, being taught by 4 . — gy i — ew jw 


ſenſible Argument, that the effect of eternal Life is in the 'cramentis inefſe vite Sterns f:fum, & 


viſible Sacraments, and that we are not united to Chriſt { uon tam pal quam ſpirituali tranſiti- 

much by a Corporal as Spiritual Union, In whic one Chriſto nos uniri, Id. ſect. s. 

Words he compares the Sign and the thing Haake together: that as the 

Bread being Sacramentally changed into the Hob and Blood of Chriſt, doth 

yet really give Life and Noariſhment to our Bodies, (which certainly is far 

enough from that ſubſtantial Change into the Body of Chriſt, which you af- 

ſert) ſo by that effect of the Sig it ſelf upon our Bodies, our Faith is help- 

ed the better to underſtand the Efficacy of the thing ſignified upon our Souls, 

in order to eternal Life; there being as real, though ſpiritual Union between 

Chriſt and Believers, as there is between the Bread and our Bodies, And 

that this is the plain and unſophiſticated meaning of this Hathor in theſe 

Words, I dare appeal to the impartizl Judgment of any intelligent Rea- 

der. By which we ſee, Thoſe firſt Words of the change of the Bread into 

the Fleſh and Blood of Chriſt, muſt be underſtood of a ſacramental, and not 

a ſubſtantial Change. Bur your other is the great and (as Bellarmine thinks) 

unanſwerable Place; which you thus render, The Bread which our Lord gave 

to his Diſciples, being changed not iniits outward Form ans yh 

Semblance, but in its inward Nature and Subſtance, by the 3 267 _ Nee en borrige. 

Ommipotency of the Word is made Fleſh. As to which place, renrid verts fattus oft care. Id fe 6 

I muſt tell you firſt, that there are very ſhrewd Suſpi- 8 

cions of ſome unhandſome Dealings with it; for ſome great Criticks have 

aſſured us, that the Place is corrupted, and that the ancient MSS. read it 

quite otherwiſe, aon effigie, nec natura mutatus, which 1s ſo far from your pur- 

poſe, that ir is directly againſt it; and this ſeems far more conſonant to the 

following Words; For, ſaith he, as in the Perſon of Et ſicut in ger ind Chriſti humanitas vi- 

Ohriſt, the Humanity was ſeen, but the Divinity lay hid; ſo debatur, & laitbat divinitas ; ita Sacre 
Aaa a 2 in 
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mento viſibili, ineffabiliter divins ſe infu- 
dit eſſemia. Ib. 


in the viſible Sacrament, the divine Eſſence doth infuſe 
it ſelf after an unexpreſſiible manner. In which it is con- 
ſiderable, how he doth parallel theſe two together; 


for as the humane Nature of Chriſt did ſubſtantially remain, notw itſiſtand- 
ing the Preſence of the divine Nature, ſo to make good the Parallel, the 
ſubſtance of Bread and Wine muſt remain roo, and that becauſe he doth nor 


ſay, That the Body of Chriſt is preſent, which might exclude the Sub/ance 


of the Elements, but the divine Eſſence, which only imports a ſpiritual and 
real Preſence. And when he faith, That the Bread is neither changed in its 
Form or Nature, when by the Omnipotency of God it is made Fleſh (i. e. as to 
the real Communion which Believers have of the Body of Chriſt ; which is 
an Act of divine Power as well as Goodneſs) he ſaith no more, than Theodo- 


Ou zag pee Ty Sg, 74 aber 
x4 ova Ths dl S 15htau (9 72 ws. 
wives Jag im Ths mgo\eegs ones, & TH 
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Dialog. 2. Tom. 1. p. 85. 
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ret, Ephraim, and Gelaſius do expreſly ſpeak. For, 
ſaith 7 heodoret, The myſt ical Symbols after Conſecration, 
go not out of their own Nature, but remain in their for- 
mer Subſtance, Figure, and Shape, and are viſible and 
tangible as they were before? Which Words, conſidering 
the Occaſion and Importance of them, are ſo cxprels, as 
nothing can be more. And in his former Dialogue, he 
gives an account, Why the external Symbols are called 
by the Names of the Body and Blood of Chriſt, not by 


changing their Natures, but by ſuperadding Grace to Nature ; which is the 
ſame with that our Author ſaith here, Though neither Figure nor Nature be 


changed, yet by 


To meg wy mis AMtPaybuaeyey - 
A Ne, ual Tg dt dg d, BY Ei- 
suT dH, Kal The vouig ed\cdigt)oy wires 
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Cert: Sacramenta que ſumimus, corporis 
& ſanguinis Chriſti, divina res eſt, prop- 
ter quod & per eadem diving efficimur con- 
ſortes nature & tamen eſſe non deſinit ſub- 
ſtantia vel natura panis & wini. Gelaſ. 


tract. adverſ. Eutych. & Neſtor. 


ſtance, or Nature of Bread and 


God's Omni potency it is made Fleſh ; that gas ., in 


Theodoret, and this omnipotentia Dez, here, importing 
the ſame Thing. To the ſame purpoſe Ephraim the 
famous Patriarch of Antioch ſpeaks in Photius. For, 
ſaith he, the Body of Chriſt, which is received by Be- 
levers doth not loſe its ſenſible Subſtance ; and yet is in- 
ſeparable from ſpiritual Grace. And fo Gelaſius, as 
plainly as either of the foregoing, aſſerts, That the 
Sacraments of the Body and Bloodof Chriſt, which ne re- 
ceive, are a divine Thing, through and by which we are 
made Partakers of the divine Nature (which anſwers to 
the Omnipotency of God, by which it is made Fleſh, in 
our Author) and yet it doth not ceaſe to be the Sub- 
Wine (which is the ſame with the former 


Clauſe, That the Bread is not changed in Figure or Nature.) So that the an- 
cient reading of this Place is not only conſonant to the other Parts of his 
Diſcourſe, but aſſerts no more than is in expreſs Terms ſaid by genuine 
and unqueſtionable Authors ; who plainly overrhrew your Doctrine of Tran- 
ſubſtantiation, Fortheſe Teſtimonies being ſo expreſs for the remaining of 
the Subſtance of Bread and Wine after Conſecration, are of far greater 
Force againſt it, than the higheſt Expreſſions concerning the Change of 
the Elements can make for it. For in theſe they ſpeak their Judgments, 
clearly and punctually againſt Hereticts, and ſpeak that which is abſolute- 
ly inconſiſtent with Tranſubſtantiation; but in their other they ſpeak my- 
ſtically and ſacramentally; and their moſt lofty Expreſſions, muſt be under- 
ſtood by the Nature and Deſign of their Diſcourſe, which is to repreſent 
- ſyimbolical Things in the moſt lively and affecting manner. But when our 
Adverſaries are urged with the former Teſtimonies, they then tell us, 
That Subſtance and Nature are not always taken properly, but ſometimes at 
large for the Accidents or uſe of things : but although this can never be ap- 
plied to the Places of the foregoing Authors, in their Diſputations with the 


Eutychian 
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Eutychian Hereticts; yer from thence we are furniſhed by themſelves with 
a further Anſwer to this Place. So that although we admit of the preſent 
reading, non eſig ie, ſed naturd mutatus, yet ſince by their own Confeſlion 
Nature doth not always import the Subſtance of a thing, they cannot in arty 
Juſtice or Reaſon from hence inferr a ſubſtantial Change. Let them then take 
their choice, Whether are the Words of Subſtance and Nature in the Fathers 
always to be taken properly, or no? If they muſt be taken ſo, we have 
three unqueſtionable Teſtimonies of ancient Fathers directly againſt Trau- 
ſubſtantiation, and we only loſe the Teſtimony of an uncertain Author, built 
upon an uncertain Reading, and contrary to other Expreſſions in the ſame 
Book: If they be not, then from the change of Nature here expreſſed, no 
ſuch thing as a ſubſtantial Change can be inferred, but only accidental, upon 
Conſecration, in regard of the Sacramental Uſe and Effect of it. Which 
that it is nothing Strange in Antiguity, might be eaſily proved, but that our 
Adverſaries Confeſſion ſaves me the Labour of it. 

The ſecond Jeſtimony, is of Gregory Nyſſen, out of whoſe Catechetical Ora- g. 16. 
tion you produce theſe Words, Withi good Reaſon do we believe, that the Bread 
being ſanctiſſed by God's Word, is changed into the Body of the Word of God: 
and a little after Ihe Nature of the Things we ſee being tranſ-elemented into him. 
I mighe here tell you, What Exceptions are taken againſt this Book, as not ye. in Greg. 
being genuine, not only by Proteſtants (as Fronto Duc æus would have it, . P. 45. 
becauſe of theſe Expreſſions) but by others too. But I will not inſiſt on 
this, becauſe I ſee no ſufficient reaſon to queſtion the Authority of it; yet T 
know not how you can excuſe it from ſome 7nterpolations, ſince he therein 
mentions Severus, an heretical Acephaliſt, who lived not till after Gregory's 


time; yet for the main of the Book, I fayas Caſaulon doth, that it is, Opus 1/Coſovb. Net. 


lanè eximium ft paucos nævos excipias, An excellent Piece in the general, and "7 w_ : 
oming its Author, ſome few Eſcapes excepted. And the Deſign of it be- &. . 99. 

ing to ſhew, that Chriſtian Religionhath nothing abſurd or unreaſonable in it, 
it would be very ſtrange =, A ſhould aſſert ſo abſurd and unreaſonable a 
Doctrine, as Tranſubſtantiation is. But there is nothing trending to that in 
the Places cited, but only the uſe of thoſe two Words, wmmis3a and wry ay; 
for the main force of all you ſay, depends upon DO 
them. So that if we can give a good Account of them, ä 1 727 2 — de 
without any Tranſubſtantiaticn, there remains no Diffi- 1 ＋ 3 A ew 1 
culty at all in theſe Words of Gregory Nyſſen. For, we M „er Sec g. 
deny not that there is a change in the Elements after Tom. 33 . 
Conſecration, but we ſay, It is a Sacramental, and you, 
That it is a ſubſtantial Change, and this you offer to prove from theſe two 
Words here uſed in Reference to the Fuchariſt The Argument commonly 
formed by your Authors from the firſt Words, is, Whatſoever is changed, is 
not what it was Before; which we readily grant, ſo far as the change is; but 
ſtill ir remains to be proved, that the Subſtance is changed in it ſelf. But it 

were eaſie to ſhew, that the Word wmmi3-, in multitudes of Places of the 

Fathers is uſed for an accidental and relative Change, and Gregory Nyſſen him- 

{elf very frequently uſes the Word, where it is capable of no other Senſe, as | 
when he ſaith, Of the ſhining of Moſes his Face, that it was i , «/dEomregr wins Be witd Moſes, | 
wines, a change to that which was more glorious; and when he affirms, the Souls ,t, 
of men by the Doctrine of Chriſt, ue rf ya 73g 70 vetoTeeg!, TO be changed into orat. Catech. 
that which is more divine. And in this ſame Catechetical Oration he uſes iy 37+ c. 40. 
ſeveral times to the ſame Purpoſe, about the change which ſhall be in glorifie 

Bodies, and the change of Men's Souls by Regeneration: But I need not infiſt 

more on this, ſince I produced before the Confeſſion of Suarez, that ſuch 
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Expreſſions are more accommodated to an accidental Mutation. Neither is 
there any more Strength in the other Word, way, though Suarez thinks 
this comes nearer the Matter, and you confidently lay, What can here be 
ſignified by tranſ-elementation of the Nature of the outward Element, but that 
which the Church now ſtiles Tranſubſtantiation 2 I will therefore ſhew you, 
what elſe is ſignified by that Word which Gregory uſed, which cannot be 
properly rendred tranſ-elementation ; for dle, doth not come from 
the Noun 5:5», but, from the Verb «iv, and the Greeks expound 
ryey by wiv, ue: and ſo uleag guy by wlewair, wagwares, in AH ; 
as you may ſee in Suidas, and others. So that it imports not a ſubſtantial, 
but an accidental Change too: and in that Senſe Gregory Nyſſen ules it to 
exprels Regeneration 5 mis dE mwury yererias, ulſasd / cual, thoſe who are 
tranſ-elemented by Regeneration; Would you fay, thoſe who are tranſub- 
ſtantiated by it? So that neither of theſe Teſtimonies import any more 
than that there is a Sacramental Change in the Elements after Conſecration, 
by which Believers are made Partakers of the Body and Blood of Chriſt ; 
which is no more than we aſſert, and falls far ſhorr of your Doctrine of 
Tranſubſtantiation. 

Your third Teſtimony is, of S. Cyril of Hieruſalem, which you would 
make us believe, is /o full and elear, that no Catholick could expreſs his own, 
or the Churches belief of this Myſtery in more full, plain, and effectual Terms: 
Neither ſhall I here ſtand to diſpute the Reaſons on which thoſe My/?agogical 
Diſcourſes under his Name are queſtioned, but proceed tothe Conſideration 
of the Teſtimony it ſelf. Which lies in theſe Words, He that changed Water 
into Wine by his ſole Will (at Cana ix Galilee) doth he not deſerve our Belief, 
that he hath alſo changed wine into bIdod 2 Wherefore let us receive with all aſſu- 
rance of Faith, the body and blood of Feſus Chriſt, Seeing under the Species of 
Bread the Body is given, and under the Species of Wine his Blood is given, Gc. 
knowing and holding for certain, that the Bread which we ſee, is not Bread (tho 
it ſeem to the Taſte to be Bread) but the Body of Feſus Chriſt ; likewiſe that the 
Wine which we ſee (though to the Senſe it ſeem to be Wine) is not Wine for all 
that, but the Blood of Feſus Chriſt. This Teſtimony you have patched toge- 
ther out of ſeveral Places in that Oration, very warily leaving out that, which 
would ſufficiently clear the meaning of S. Cyril in the Words you cite out of 
him. For it is evident, that his Deſign is to perſwade the Catechumens (from 
whom the my/rerions Preſence of Chriſt's Body in the Sacrament was wont to be 
concealed) that the Bread and Wine were not meer common Elements, but that 
they were deſigned for a greater and higher Uſe to exhibit the Body and Blood 

to Believers. And thereforc he ſaith expreſly, 
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os cli vr & Adee x % . o not conſider them as meer Bread and Wine, for they are 


Sr adn We, amipzn: Id. is. the Body and Blood of Chriſt, according to his own Words. 


By which it is plain he ſpeaks of the Body and Blood of 
Chriſt, as ſacramentally, and not corporeally preſent ; for he doth not oppoſe 
the Body and Blood of Chriſt, to the Subſtance of Bread and Wine, but to meer 
Bread and Wine, i. e. that they ſhould not look on the Bread and Wine as na- 
ted Signs, but as figna efficacia. and that there is a real Preſence of Chriſt in 
and with them to the Souls of Believers. And this is it which he ſaith, That 
they ought not to make a queſtion of, ſince Chriſt ſaid, This is my Body, and this 
is my Blood. For if ke could by his Will turn the Water into Mine, ſhall we not 
believe him, that he can change his Wine into his Blood? And after adds, 7hat 


' under the Symbols of Bread and Wine, the Body and Blood of Chriſt is given, that 
thou mayeſt be a Partaker both of his body and Blood You render this under the 
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ſpecies or form of bread and wine, in Cyril it is & w/29, in chat which is the 
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Figure or Repreſentation of the Body and Blood of Chriſt ; for ru is not taken 


in your Senſe for the external Accidents, which you call the Species, but for 


chat which doth figure or repreſent ; for in his next Catechetical Diſcourſe 


he calls the Bread and Wine, drrinrw eaver@ % dard xe157, the Figure of the G 
Body and Blood of Chriſt, and this Theophylact, and thoſe who aſſert Tranſub- Thephyl. i 


errimm, there muſt be ae, which muſt anſwer to them; if Cyril 
therefore makes the bread and wine to be aim, he muſt make the Zody 
and blood of Chriſt to be the #gxwm, and conſequently they cannot be the 
very body and blood of Chrift in your Senſe. This driw7» and w=& here have 
the ſame Sgnification, and are the ſame with /ycoa, and fo when he faith; 


d ute i ou 7) cd Y i be gi ou T3 d, his meaning can- 


not be, under the Accidents of bread and wine, the body aud blood of Chriſt is 
preſent in your Senſe, for he ſpeaks of ſuch a Preſence as harh Relation to the 
Receiver, and not the Elements ; for he ſaith, Under the Type of bread and 
wine, the body and blood of Chriſt is given to thee; For otherwiſe it had been 
far more to his Purpoſe to have ſaid abſolutely, that under the ſpecies of bread 
and wine, the body and blood of Chriſt is ſubſtantially preſent ; be. when he 
ſaith only that it is given to the Receiver, it doth not belong to ſuch a corporeal 
Preſence as you dream of, butto ſuch a real and ſpiritual Preſence, whereby 
Believers are made Partakers of the body and blood of Chriſt. And therefore 


fantiation, deny that the Bread and Wine are drrivrs, For where there are e 1+ 


Chriſt is in this well explained by that of Tertullian, Foc eſt corpus meum, id Tertul. c. Mar. 
eſt, figura corporis mei, This is my body, i. e. the figure of my body, which is the ©: 1. 4. c. 40. 


ſame with π-; and by that of S. Auſtin, Non dubitavit Dominus dicere, — c. Adis 


Hoc eſt corpus meum, cum daret ſignum corporis ſui, Chriſt did not ſcruple to ſay, 


This it my ho iy, when he gave the figure of his body : And elſewhere ſpeaking — i 
* 


of Judas his being preſent ad convivium in quo corporis & ſanguinis ſui figu- 
ram diſcipulis commendavit & tradidit, at that Supper in which Chriſt com- 
mended and delivered to his Diſciples the figure of his body and blood. So that 
hitherto there is nothing in the Teſtimony of Cyril, importing Tranſubſtan- 
tiation. But it may be you think, there is more force in it, where he ſaith, 
That we muſt not believe our Senſes, that that which we ſee is not bread, tho 
it ſeem to the taſte to be ſo, &c. As to which I anſwer, that this Place of Cyril 
muſt be explained by that which went before it, wherein he ſaid, That we 
muſt not judze it to be meer bread and meer wine. For, although Seyſe be a ſuf- 
ficient Judge of that which it ſees and taſtes, yet it cannot be a Fudge of that 
which is exhibited by that which is ſeen and zaſted ; therefore, though ro 
the taſte, it ſeems to be nothing but common bread and wine, yet they ought 
to believe that it is the Communion of the body and blood of Chriſt. So that 
this is not ro be underſtood of the Elements themſelves, but of the my/7ical 
and ſacramental Nature of them. And, as Cardinal Perron hath obſerved, 
It is an uſual thing, for the greater Emphaſis ſake, to deny that to be, which is 
meant only reſpectively; or to expreſs the 4firmation and Denyal of ſomeQualites, 
by the Affirmation or Denyal of the Subſtances themſelves : As in that of Tully, 
Memmius ſemper eſt Memmius, for one ; that in S. Ambroſe, Ego non ſum ego; 


for the other: And in many other Inſtances to the ſame Purpoſe, in which 


he faith, Though the Subſtance ſeem to be denied, yet only ſome Quality is un- 
derſtood by it. So when Cyril here ſaith, That bread is not bread, &c. he 
means not by it any alteration of rhe Subſtance of it, but that it is nqt that 
common bread which it was before, and as our fight and taſte judge it ſtill ro 
be. And what he faith here of the bread in the Euchariſt, he ſaid tlie farne 
before of rhe Chriſm, where he compares them both together. For (ſaith he) 
do not think that to be meer Oyntment; for as the bread of the Euchariſt 


after 
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| : after the Invocation of the Holy Spirit, is no longer 
"Ann ze dee Eno 20 fu Bread, but the Body of Chriſt; ſo this holy Oyntmen: 
Jod, rag eg hd 4. TV's 2 is no longer meer, or common Oyntment, after it is conſecra- 
eisac Td THIW ETXANTGY TE 4 pls Ty ”* . "> . 
ud» e bn Aer dete, ddt ted, but a Gift of Chriſt, and the Holy Spirit; being effe- 
5 N 3 — 1g % Ctual through the Preſence of his divine Nature. Maywmor 
lten, Dad Abet xferrue g 7:5 you then as well prove a Tranſubſtantiation here as in 
luer dyiv, fi Tis a E the Euchariſt, ſince he Parallels theſe two ſo exactly to- 
dee Ye, Cyril y beg. 3. gether? And fo elſewhere he ſpeaks concerning Hap- 
Nw tiſm, That they ought not to look on it as meer Water, but 
catch. lum. as ſpiritual Grace; ſo that he means not a ſubſtantial Change in the Eucha. 
3. rift, any more than in the other, but only relative and ſacramental. 
12. Neither can any thing more be inferred from your Teſtimonies out of 
anz of. de bis your laſt Author S. ambroſe, there being nothing at all in the Words you 
qui dalla. produce, Which implies any ſubſtantial Change in the Elements; for, although 
"OF it be only ſacramental, yet it may be truly 1aid, 7? 7s no longer that which Na- 
ture hath framed it (viz. meer Bread and Wine) but that n hich the Benedittion 
of Conſecration hath made it to be : Which grant to be the Body and Blood of 
chat. in Chriit, but not in your groſs and corporeal Senſe. So S. Chryſotome ſaithof 
44. mm. a3. Baptiim, That its Virtue is ſo great, it doth not ſuffer men to be men; Will you 


therefore lay, it 7ranſubſtantiates them? Bur you add further our of him, 


that he faith, 7he force of Benediction is greater than that of Nature, ſeeing by 
that Nature it ſelf is often changed And ſo we aſſert too, that the force of 
Benediction far exceeds that of Nature, which can ſo alter common Elements, 
as by the uſe of them, to make us Partakers of the Body and Blood of 
De S:cament. Chriſt. Yourlaſt Words are out of the Counterfeit S. Ambroſe, which are 
1.4.4 only general, viz. this bread, is bread before the Words of the Sacrament; but 
when Conſecration comes, of bread, it is made the fleſh of Chriſt. This we de- 
ny not, but the Diſpute is about the Senſe in which it is made ſo, whether 
by a ſubſtantial Change of the Bread into the Body of Chriſt; and that this 
cannot be his Author's Meaning, appears by thoſe known Words which are 
uſed by him, ſpeaking of the Efficacy of Chriſt's Power in the Sacrament; 
whereby he can make, ut fint que erant & in aliud commutentur, that they 
might be what they were, and yet be changed into ſomething elſe. And, although 
a great Controverſie hath been raiſed about the reading of theſe Words, yet 
this reading is not only juſtified by many Authors of competent Antiquity, 
but by two MSS. in the Xing of France's Libraty, beſides many others elſe- 
where, and all Editions, bur that at Rome, and others which follow ir. So 
that this Author plainly aſſerts, that the Subſtance of the Elements does re- 

main {till, and therefore can only be underſtood of a Sacramental Change. 
Thus 1 have, to ſatisſie you, examined your Teſtimonics in Behalf of 
Tranſulſtantiation; but whereas you referr me for more to Bellarmine and 
other Catholic Authors, T ſhall referr you for Aniwer to thoſe no leſs 
Catholick Authors, though no Believers of Tranſulſtantiation, who have 
taken large and excellent Pains in anſwering what they have brought, 
either from Scripture or Antiquity. But you, having done your beſt in the 
latter, come at laſt to the former; but ſo pitifully manage your Buſineſs as 
to Scripture, that it had been more for the Intereſt of your Cauſe, you had 
never meddled with it. For you only ſay, That the Words of Scripture, ta- 
ken in their proper and literal Senſe, do evidently ſhew, that the only Subſtance 
which is delivered in this Sacrament, is the Body of Chriſt, and that the ſub- 
ſtance of Bread is no more there. And all this comes only from hence, becauſe 
Chriſt faith, This i my Body, which you parallel with one, pointing to a 
Hog ſhead of Wine, ſaying, I his is wine; and with one holding up a Purſe full of 
Money, 
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Money, ſaying, This is Gold : who if they intend to ſpeak Truth, muſt fg | 
— ht 4 the only Liquor contained fub proprid to ſpe in the Fe 2; 

Wine; and all the Money in the Purſe, Gold But how weak this is, will 
eaſily appear, 1. That you take it for granted, that rhe Expreſſion of Chriſt 
is not at all Figurative, but of the ſame Nature with thoſe Propoſitions 
you mention, whereas it is largely proved, fromthe Nature of a Sacrament, 

from many parallel Expreſſions'in Scripture, from Evidence of Antiquity, 
Senſe, and Reaſon, that theſe Words of Chriſt cannot be otherwiſe than A- 
gurati vely underſtood. 2. You ſuppoſe that Chriſt muſt ſpeak of the indi- 
vidual Bread, when he ſaid, This is my Body, as our natalie Inſtarices are 

of ſuch Individuals as are pointed to. But Bellarmine will tell you, That if 
Chriſt had ſpoken of the Bread, when he ſaid, This is my Body, abſurdiſſima | 
eſſet locutio, it had been a moſt abſurd Sp:ech. And Yaſquez ſaith, If the“ yu. aſp. 
Pronoum Hoc, This, ſhould relate to the Bread, he confeſſes, that by virtue of TE 
thoſe Words, there could be no ſubſtantial Change made in it ; for the Bread 

maſt remain ſtill. So thar by the Confeſſion of your own Authors, your 

Parallel is abſurd, and deſtructive to the Doctrine of Tranſubſtantiation. 

The third Error of a General Council confirmed by the Pope which his 9. 13. 
Lordſhip inſiſts on, is, That of adminiſtring the B. Sacrament to the Laizty 

under one kind only. Of this he had ſpoken before; and thither youreferr 

us for your Anſwer ; but I purpoſely omitted the handling it there, becauſe 

it comes in more properly in this Place. There his Lordſhip hath theſe 

Words: To break Chriſt's Inſtitution is a damnable Error, and ſo confeſſed by P. 255. 
Stapleron. The Council of Conſtance is bold, and defines peremptorily, that 

to communicate in both kinds is not neceſſary, with a non- obſtante to the Inſti- 

tution of Chrift ; and although Bellarmine anſwers, that the non-obſtante only 

belongs to the time of receiving it after Supper, yet his Lordſhip ſhews from the 

Words of the Council, that the non-obſtante muſt relate to both Clauſes fore- 

going, and hath as much force againſt e under both kinds, as againſt re- 

ceiving after Supper. Tea, and the after Words of the Council couple 7570 te- 

ther, in this Reference ; for it follows, & ſimiliter, And ſo likewiſe, though in 

the Primitive Church, &c. And a Man by the Definition of this Council may be 
an Heretick for ſtanding to Chriſt's Inſtitution, in the very Matter of the Sacra- 
ment : And the Church's Law for one kind may not be refuſed, but Chriſt's Inſti- 

tution under both kinds may. And yet this Council did not err; no, take heed of 

it. But all this cannot perſwade you, That the non-obſtante relates to any P. 250, 
thing but to the receiving after Supper: which I much wonder at, ſince the 

Deſign of the Decree of the Council was not to determine ſo much concerning 

the Time of receiving, as the Kinds in which it was to be received. Now to 

have ſaid point blank, that, notwithſtanding the Inſtitution of Chriſt to the 

contrary, they decreed that the Sacrament ſhould be received in one kind 

only, would haye been too plain and groſs : and therefore they fetch it 
about with a compaſs, and put in ſomething nor ſo much controverted then, 

the better to diſguiſe the Oppoſition between their Decree and Chriſt*s Inſti- Lic: chrifes 
tution. But yet by the adding the Adminiſtration in both Kinds to the time offeſt n ; 
receiving, and the #on-obſtante following both, and the Decree being againſt Ap 
that which is acknowledged to have been done by Chriſt, nothing can be adminiſrrave. 
more evident, than that the Senſe of the Decree implies a non- obſtante to , A ele 


Mt . . 1 ſpecie panis & : 
Chriſt's Inflitution. For otherwiſe, to what Purpoſe do they ſay, Althdughvini, hoc vene- 

| ; rabile Sacra= 
mentum; tamen, hoc non obſtante, nen confici debet poſt canam, nec retipi niſs a jejunis ; ſimiliter, quod lictt in Primi. 
tivs Eceleſid Sacramenta reciperentur ſub utraque ſpecie a fidelibus, tamen hec conſnetudo, ut Laicis ſub ſpecie panis tan- 
rum ſuſcipiatur, habenda eſt pro lege, quam non licet reprobare : & aſſerere hanc eſſe illicitam, eſt erroneum, & pertina- 
eiter aſſerentes ſunt arcendi tanquam heretici, Concil. Conſtant. Sefl. 13. 


B bbb Chriſt 


Of the Errors of Pretended General Councils. Part III. 
Chriſt adminiſtred the Sacrament in both Kinds, and although the Primitive 
Church ſo received it, if they did not intend to decree ſomething contrary to 
that Adminiſtration and the Practice of the Primitive Church? Therefore 
whether by the meer form of Words the non olſtante doth relate to Chriſt's In. 
ſtitution or no, is not material, ſince the Decree it ſelf is directly oppoſite to it. 
Although therefore they did not put receiving in one kind immediately after the 
non-obſtante (which is that you object) as they do, not conſecrating after ſup. 
per, and receiving faſting, yet the Force of it reacheth to what follows after ; 
as not only appears by the Connexion Aud likewiſe, but chiefly by the Scope 
of the Decree it ſelf. For the Proctors of the Council, Henricus de Piro, and 
Johannes de Scribanis, in their authentick Inſtrument, never exhibited any 
Controverſie at all concerning the time of receiving but only concerning the 
Communion in both kinds, becauſe, they ſaid, there was an ill Cuſtom (ſo the ob- 
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ſerving Chriſt's Inſtitution was called) for ſome Prieſts to give the Cup to the cram 
Laity, therefore they deſired the Council, &c. So that it appears, this bringing thou 
in the time of receiving was only the Artifice of the Contrivers of the Decree, mart 
that they might with leſs Noiſe and Clamour thwart the plain Iuſtitution of mul 
Chriſt. And accordingly it appears by the Title of the Decree, that the In. rhin 
tent of it was to forbid the giving the Sacrament to the People in both t inds, and tic i 
Caranz. Sum. To Caranza delivereth the Canon it ſelf. Fræcipimus ſub pænã extommunicatio- hav 
Con. p. 415. mis, quod nullus presbyter communicet populum ſub utraque ſpecie panis & vini. for 
Indeed, in the late Editions of the Councils by Binius,a Complaint is ſuppoſed ly 2 
to be made concerning the celebrating the Sacrament after Supper by - ſome, Bec 
concil. Im. 3. Which he ſeems to take out of Cochlæus, as appears by his Notes; but in the ten 
5. 2 P. 1042. Inſtrument it ſelf nothing appears of that Nature: and ſince the Decree con- tha 
tains nothing againſt that Cuſtom as well as the other; it ſeems probable are 
that this was made uſe of the better to bring on the other. But, whether on 
it wete ſo or no, is not very much material; for however the Council con- to 
feſſing that Chriſt did ſo adminiſter it, and that it was the Cuſtom of the Wa 
Primitive Church, thcir prohibiting of it doth in its own Nature imply che 
a 23 to the Inſtitution of Chriſt. | | th; 
0. 14. Buc this is that you ſtiffly deny, in ſaying, That neither the Decree of the We 
P. 271. Council nor the Prall ice of the Church in adminiſtring under one Find is contra W. 
to the Inſtitution and Ordination of Chriſt. For, ſay you, to ſhew this, the Biſhop w. 
ſhould have made it appear that Chriſt did ſo inſtitute this Sacrament of his laſt th 
Supper,that he would not have one part to be adminiſtred without the other,or that Ol 
he would not have one part to be taken without the other. And it cannot be m 
rovel that Laymen are bonnd to receive in both kinds, from thoſe words, Drink in 
ye all of this; For if this were a Command and not a Counſel, it was given to the th 
Apoſtles who all drunk of the Chalice. So that the State of the Qu ellion is this, 7 
Whether the Primitive Iuſti tution be univerſally obligatory to all Chriſtzans, A 
or no? For you ſuppoſe, that either it was only a Counſel, or elſe it had par- t 
ticular Reference to the Apoſtles. For the clearing therefore of this Queſtion, V 
there are but two ways whereby we can judge of the obligatory Nature of e 
ſuch Inſtitution; either by an expreſs Declaration of the Will of the firſt In- K 
ſtitutor, or by the univerſal Senſe of the Church concerning the Nature of that ſ 


y Inſtitution. Andif theſe rwo appear evident in this preſent Caſe, you will [ 
| have no cauſ? to queſtion, but the Communion in one kind is a Violation of the | 
Inſtitution of Chriſt. There are two Ways whereby we may judge what the { 
Will of the Legiſlator is: Firſt, by an expreſs poſitive Command. Secondly, by 
an walterable Reaſon on which the Inſtitution is founded. Now that both 
theſe are clear in the Caſe of Communion in both kinds I now come to ma- | 
nifeſt. Firſt, by a poſitive Command. For although we grant a Difference 

between 
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between an Inſtitutios and a Command, in this reſpect, that the Ixſtitution 
properly reſpects the Thing, and a Command the Perſon ; and that an Inſtitu- 
tion, barely conſidered as juch, doth not bind all Perſons to the obſervgnce 


of it; as we ſay, Matrimony is Inſtituted by God, but do not thence aſſert 


that all Perſons are Bound to ir, but yet take an Inſtitution as it refers to Per- 
ſons, and ſo it is æquipollent with a Command. And ſo Chriſt's Inſtituting 
that all who believe ſhould be Saptized,is of the Nature of aCommandto that 
Purpoſe. But here is a great Difference to be made between ſuch Things as 
were done at the Inſtitution, and ſuch Things as were Inſtituted to be done 
afterwards. Thus Chriſt waſhed his Diſciples Feet, adminiſtred after Supper, 
and only to twelve; but it doth not follow that theſe Circumſtances ra: x be 
ſtill obſerved, becauſe though they were done then at that Celebration, yer 
Chriſt doth not Iaſtitute or appoint the doing of them, when ever that Sa- 
crament ſhould be adminiſtred afterwards. For we are to conſider, thar 
though there were ſome things peculiar to the firſt Inſtitution, yet the 
main of it was intended for the Church in all following times. Or elſe we 
muſt make the Celebration of the Eachariſt it ſelf to be a meer Arbi 
thing. Which if it be not, there muſt lie an Obligation on Men for the Par- 
ticipation of it; Now this Obligation muſt ſuppoſe a Law, and therefore we 
have gained this, that the Inaſtitution of the Eucharift doth imply a Command 
for its Obſervation in the Church. So that this Action of Chriſt was not meer- 
ly a matter of Counſel, but there is ſomething in it perpetually obligatory * 
Becauſe it was not a peculiar Rite appropriated to rhe preſent time, but in- 
tended for the future Ages of the Church. This being proved in the General, 
that there is a perpetually obligatory command, implyed in the Inſtitution; we 
are now to enquire, How far this Command extends? Whether it extended 
only to the Apoſtles, or elſe to all Believers > That it was adminiſtyed then 
to the Apoſtles only is granted, but the Queſtion is, In what Capacity it 
was adminiſtred to them, Whether only as Apoſtles, or as Believers} And 
that muſt be judged by the Intention of the Inſtitution, Whether it were of 


that Nature as to reſpect their Apoſtolical Ace, or elſe ſome thing which 


would be common with them to all other Believers to the World's end > If ic 
were only and wholly proper to the Apoſtles, there can be no reaſon given, 
why the Inſtitution of the Sacrament ſhould continue after their times: Nei- 
ther could any other but the Apoſtles have any right, either to adminiſter 
or to receive it. It follows then, that this Sacrament was not inſtituted 
meerly for the Apoſtles ; if not for them meerly, then what was contained 
in the Inſtitution doth concern others as well as them. Now there are four 
things commanded in the Inſtitut ion, Take, eat, drink ye all of this, and, 
This do in remembrance of me. If the Inſtitution doth not meerly reſpect the 
Apoſtles as ſuch but others alſo, then ſome of theſe things at leaſt muſt ex- 


tend to others too conſidered as Believers. And if ſome, why not all of them? 


Were the Apoſtles conſidered as Believers, when they were bid to tate and 
eat? And as Apoſtles, when Chriſt ſaid, drink ye all of this > What reaſonable 
Pretexr can be imagined for ſuch a groundleſs Fancy? If they were not con- 
ſidered as Belzevers, when Chriſt ſaid tate, eat; By what Right can any Be- 
lievers take and eat? If they were then, ſo were they likewiſe afterwards, 
when Chriſt ſaid to them, Drink ye all of this. As far therefore as I can poſ- 
ſibly ſee, you muſt either admit the People to —_— all of this, or elſe de- 
prive them of their Right of raking and eating. And if you did ſpeak con- 
ſiſtently, you muſt ſay, that the Peoples being admitted at all to the Eucha- 
riſt is an Act of Favour and Indulgence in the Church, but not neceſſary by 
any Command of Chriſt, rhe — oy adminiſtred to the Apoſtles and 
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not the People; and therefore it being Indulgence to admit them at all, it is 
in the Churches Power to admit as far and to what ſhe pleaſes. This is the 
only rational way I can imagine, whereby you may defend the excluding 
the People from the Cup: But this you dare not ſay; and therefore are put 
to the weakeſt Shifts imaginable to reconcile it with the Inſtitution of 
Chriſt. 


Some therefore ſay,7hat all theſe areWords only of Invitation and not of Com. 


mand, and that they only give a right, and not oblige men to do it. But if theſe 


be only Words of Invitation, what Precept is there any where extant for the: 


Celebration of the Euchariſt? That they are an Invitation we deny not; but 

we ſay they are ſuch an Invitation as imply a Duty to come too. When 

a Father bids his CHldren come and fit down at Table, take andeat their Meat: 

This is an Invitation, but ſuch as by reaſon of the Authority of the Perſon car- 

ries a Command with it. So it is here, Chriſt invites to come, to take, eat, and 

drink ; but ſo that it implies a Command that men ſhould come; or elle it 

muſt be wholly left at Mens Lzberty,ſo that it is no Sin for Men to neglect or 
refuſe to come. And if the /»/titution of Chriſt only gives men a Liberty to 

take, eat, and drink, without any Obligation to theſe things as a Duty, How 
comes the Adminiſtration of the Euchariſt at all ro become a Duty, ſince there 
are no other Words of command than what are contained in the 7»/tztation 

Which others bcing ſenſible of, they moſt unreaſonably diſtinguiſh between 
taking and eating, which they make an abſolute command, and, Drinking all of 
this, which they ſay is only a conditional Precept: and the Reaſon they give, is, 
becauſe S. Paul ſaith, This do ye as oft as ye drink it in remembrance of ne; 
and ſo, ſay they, Do this, doth not imply a Command for the doing it, but only 
the Relation which that Action hath to the Death of Chriſt when they do it; for 
thoſe Words ; as oft as_you do it, do ſuppoſe di not to be ſimply neceſſary, But only 
ſhew, when they doit, to what Purpoſe it ſhould be done. But if there be any 
weight, in this, it will as well hold ſtill concerning the Participation of the 
Bread, is the Cup ; for, as the Apoſtle ſaith This do as oft as ye drink it inre- 
membrance of me, ſo he adds in the Words immediately following, For as 
often af he eat this Bread and drink this Cup, ye do ſhew forth the Lord s Death 
till he come. If therefore it notes only the Relation of the Action to its end 
without a Command for Performance in the one, it muſt do ſo in the other 
alſo. And ſo all the Sacramant will be a meer Matter of Lilerty in the 
Church, whether Men will obſerve it or no. But Bellarmine with wonder- 
ful Subtilty hath found a Command for the one and not the other; which 
is, That in Luke after the Bread, Chriſt ſaith, This di in remembrance of me, 
but omits it wholly after the Cup ; by which, faith he, we are to underſtand, 
that Chriſt commanded that the Sacrament ſhould be adminiſtred to all under 
the Species of Bread, but not under that of Wine. And this he is ſo tranſport- 
ed with, 1 hat ina Rapture he admires the wonderful Providence of God in the 
Scripture, who by this Means hath taken away all poſſibility of Evaſion from the 
Hereticks. So it ſhould ſeem indeed, when even his Brethren the Jeſuits 
can ſcarce hold laughing at this Subtilty. Since, S. Paul puts that Expreſ- 
ſion, This do in remembrance of me, not after the Bread, but after the Cup. 
And therefore may we not more juſtly admire at the Providence of God in 
thus ſuffering Men who will not ſee the Truth under a Pretence of Subtilty, 
to infatuate themſelves. And although it be added here, As oft as ye do it, 
yet both Yaſquez and Suarez ingenuouſly confeſs, that contains under it a 
Command for the doing it. For, ſaith Vaſquex, Qui præcipit ut > aliquo 
commemoratio fiat alicujus beneficii accepti, ex modo ipſo præcipiendi pracipit 
etiam ut fiat opus ipſum. Quis hoc non videat > He that commands that by 
: ſomething 


only to the Prieſts and not to the People. 
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ſomething to be done a Commemoration ſhould be matle of a Benefit received; 


from the manner of commanding, it, he doth command that very Alion to be 
done. Who doth not ſee this? And Suarez ſaith, Thoſe Words, Do this, or Se, in1. 
with that Addition, In remembrance of me, or with that C ondition, As oft as My 3. 62-7 
e do it, ad eundem ſentum referuntur, come all to the ſame purpoſe. So that 
{till it follows, if there be a Command for one, there is for the other alſo. 
But yet there is a Subtilty beyond any of theſe ; which is, That Chriſt in 
theſe Words in Luke after the Diſtribution of the Bread, Hocfacite, Do this, 
did make the Apoſtle's Prieſts ; and therefore, although they did receive the 
Bread as Believers, yet they received the W * Prieſts, and ſo that belongs 
hat will not theſe Men prove 
which they have a mind to! But it is their Unhappineſs, that their own Sub- 
tilties do them the moſt Miſchief, as appears by theſe Things conſequent 
from hence; which are repugnant to their own Principles. 1. That Prieſts 
not conſecrating, ought to receive the Cup, as well as thoſe that do. For 
it is pl ain, that the Apoſz/es did not conſecrate now, but only receive; and 
therefore this belongs to them as receiving, and not as conſecrating. And 
by the ſame Reaſons that Prieſts not conſecrating may receive, others ma 
receive too. 2. That if they were made Prieſts by thoſe Words, after the 
Diſtribution of the Bread, then they have no Power to conſecrate, but only 
the Bread. For the Words are, Hoc facite, Do this, i. e. that which Chriſt 
had then done. Otherwiſe, if thoſe Words be taken with reference to the 
Cup, then if the Apoſtles received the Bread as Believers, they received the 
Cup ſo too; for theſe Words, Do this, muſt not relate to their receiving, bur 
to their Power of Conſecration. 3. If this be taken generally, Do this, 
and ſo giving them a Power to do all that Chriſt did, then it will amount 
to a Precept for all who adminiſter to follow Chriſt's Example in the Iuſti- 
tution. And therefore, as he did adminiſter, the Cup, as well as the Bread, 
to all that were preſent, then all others will be bound to do ſo, if their 
Power of Adminiſtration be derived from theſe Words, Do this, and they 
refer to the whole Action of Chriſt. But I know what Anſwer will be 
here given, That theſe Words relate to the Sacrifice, and not to the Sacra- 
ment, Hoc facite, implying their Power of ſacrificing, as to which they ſay, 
both Elements are neceſſary, but not to the Sacrament. But x. Not to enter 
onthe Diſpute about the Sacrifice ; if both Elements be neceſſary to it, 
then it was great Reaſon that the Words making them Prieſts, ſhould come 
after both Elements, and therefore it cannot in Reaſon be deduced from 
thoſe Words which are ſpoken only after the Bread. 2. If theſe Words 
relate to the Sacrifice, and not to the Sacrament, By what Authority do they 
adminiſter the Sacrament 2 What other Words are there to give them a 
Power to do the one diſtin from them, whereby they pretend a Right for 
the other. 3. There is no Evidence at all from Antiquity, that Hoc facite 
hath any reſpect to the Euchariſt as a Sacrifice, or to the making the Apo- 
fele's Prieſts. And ſo much is confeſſed by Eſtius, viz. that neither is this ꝑſtius in l. 4. 
Expoſition found in any ancient_Writer, nor is it ſuitable to our Saviour 5 gy alſt. 
purpoſe. For, he ſaith, it is not abſolutely ſaid Facite, but Hoc facite, i. e. W 
that which ye ſee me do, do ye likewiſe. So that ſtill, by virtue of theſe 
Words, thoſe who do reccive Authority to adminiſter, are bound to fol- 
low Chriſt's Example, and that as he did adminiſter in both Xinds to all 
who were preſent, ſo ought they to do likewiſe. But there is one Excep- 
tion yet more left, which is the laſt Reſerve, viz. that although it be grau- 
ted to be a Command, that the Cup ſhould be adminiſtred to all, yet it is 
only a poſitive Command, binding in the general; but yet it is of the 
Nature of all affirmative Precepts, that though it always binds, yet not at all. 
| times, 
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times, but only in caſe of Neceſſity, of which Neceſſi'y the Church is the moſt 
competent Tide ; and therefore if the Church do not think it neceſſary, then 
the Obligation ceaſes. To which I anſwer, 1. That upon this Ground it 
will be in the Churches Power to repeal or ſuſpend all divine pofitive Pre- 
cepts as well as this. For the Reaſon of this will hold for all others, which 
is, that they do not oblige, as they ſpeak, ad ſemper, but only ſemper, i. e. 
t at all times, though they never ceaſe to oblige. And therefore on this 
ground, for alk that I can ſee, the Church may as well repeal the ule of 
Baptiſm, ot the Euchariſt it ſelf, as the Communion in both Kinds; all being 
of an equal Nature, as affirmative Precepts. But, Is it poſſible to imagine 
that Chriſt appointing poſitive Inſtitutions in his Church, and giving Precepts 
and plain Directions about them, ſhould yet leave it in the Power of any 
Men to reverſe, alter, or ſuſpend the 0#1:gation to the Performance of thoſe 
Commands: Did not he foreſee all caſes of Neceſſity, when he firſt appoint- 
ed theſe Things, and, if notwithſtanding that, he makes a plain Command, 
for the obſervance of them; What can ſuch a pretended Power in the C hurch 
ſignifie, but an Authority to alter or repeal what ſhe pleaſes in the Laws 
of Chriſt» 2. There is a great deal of Difference between the Nature of the 
Obligation of affirmative F recepts, and the prohibiting the uſe of ſomething 
poſitively commanded. For, although poſitive Precepts do not bind at all 
Times, yet that reaches only to the thing it ſelf, and not to the Mad of Per- 
formance. Thus we ſay, That the Euchariſt being a poſitive Inſtitution, doth 
not oblige Men at all times to be Partakers of it; but if on that account any 
Church ſhould undertake to forbid the Celebration of it, this were a direct 


Violation of the Law it ſelf, and not an Interpretation of it in regard of 


Circumſtances. And whatever Obligation of this Nature there is, it reſpects 
the whole Duty; But it doth by no means follow, that therefore in the Ce- 
lebration the Church may declare what may be uſed, and what not. For 
the manner of Performance in caſe it be performed at all, is abſolutely com- 
manded ; it is only the Performance in general, which is of the Nature of a 
Pofitive Precept. Thus we ſay, Men are not bound to pray at all Times, 
though they be always hound to pray; but in caſe Men do pray, they are in- 
diſpenſably bound to pray as God hath required them to do it. So we ſay 
here, That Men are not bound at all times to adminiſter, or receive the 
Euchariſt ; but, in caſe they do, they are indiſpenſably bound to receive 
it according to Chriſt's Inſtitution. So that this of Communion in both 
Kinds, relates to the manner of a poſitive Precept, and is not a diſtinct po- 
fitive Precept by it elf ; and therefore is indiſpenſable by any Authorityof 
the Church. Beſides, your Church doth nor meerly ſuſpend the Exerciſe of 


this in caſe of Neceſſity, but forbids Men the doing ir, which js a direct 


J. 16. 


and wilful Violation of the Inſtitution of Chriſt. And therefore the Que- 
{tion is not as it is ſirangely perverted by ſome of you, Whether it be ne- 
ceſſary at all Times to receive the Cup (although even that be true in caſe of 
receiving at all) Bt, whether it be in the Churches Power at all to NN 
the receiving it; and this we ſay, and are ready to make good to be a Pre- 
ſumptuous Violation of the Laws of Chriſt, and an uſurping an Authority 
which may as well extendto all poſitive Z»/?;tutions. And thus J hope J have 
made that appear, which you ſay his Lordſhip ſhould have done, viz. that 
Chriſt did ſo inſtitute the Sacrament of his laſt Supper, that he would not 
have one part to be adminiſtred without the other, nor one part to be taken 
without the other. | 

The ſame I might alſo at large ſhew, from the Reaſons of this Inſtitution, 
that they do equally belong to the People, as well as the Prieſts, and that 
thoſe Reaſons are of a Nature as unalterable as the 7»ſ7;tution it ſelf; where 
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by I ſhould have ſhewed the Vanity of your Diſtinction of the Eachari/t in- 
to a Sacrament, and a Sacrifice, and the Abſurdity of your Doctrine of 
Concomitancy but that would be too large for our preſent Deſign ; and 
that which you give me not ſufficient ground to enter upon, ſiuce the Ob- 
ligation is ſufficiently cleared from the Inſtitut ion ir ſelf. I therefore pro- 
ceed to ſhew, that the Primitive Church did always underſtand the Com- 
munios in both kinds to be an indiſpenſable part of the 7uſtitution of Chriſt. 
Which one would think were evident enough from S. Paul, in his bringing 
the Corinthians back to the Primitive Inſtitution, as that unalterable Rule 8 
which they were to obſcrve. For if, becauſe of ſome ill Cuſtoms which had 
obtained amongſt them, he tells them, This is not to eat the Lord's Supper; 
How much more would he have ſaid fo, if there had been a mutilation of, Cor. fi. 10. 
the Parts of it? And all along in his Diſcourſe he ſuppoſes Chriſt's Inſtitu- 
tion to be the indiſpenſable Rule which they ought to oblerye ; That which 
Thave recetved of the Lord, I delivered unto you not, certainly, to leave it in 
their Power: Whether they would obſerve it or no, but to ſhew them, what 
their Duty was, and what they ought unalterably to obſerve. Elſe he would 
never have told them ſo much of the danger of unworthy receiving, in eat- 
| ing the Bread, and drinking the Cup of the Lord unworthily ; For, Can we 
poſſibly think, that the Rudeneſs of their acceſs to the Lord's Table was ſo 
reat a Sin, and the Violation of his Inſtitution to be none at all? The Apo- 
tles were ſuch Strangers to the Doctrine of Concomitancy,that itill both eating 
and drinking were ſuppoſed then, even by the moſt unworthy Receivers. 
There were then no ſuch Fears of the Effuſion of the Blood of Chriſt, or the 
Irreverence in receiving it, and much lets of the long Beards of the Laity; 
which are the worſnipful Reaſons given by Gerſon and others, why the Peo- 
ple ſhould not be admitted to the uſe of the Chalice. I do verily think the 
Apoſtles had as much care to preſerve the due Reverence of the Sacrament, as 
ever the Councils of Conſtance or Trent had; but they thought it no way 
to preſerve the Reverence of the Sacrament, by ſhewing ſo little to Chriſt, as 
not to obſerve his Ixſtitution. But you very kindly grant that which you 
knew was impoſſible to be denied, wiz. That in ancient Times, when, you ſay 
the Vumber of Chriſtians was ſmall, it was the ordinary Cuſtom for all that would 
(the Laity as well as others) to receive theEuchariſt in both kinds ; but ſay you, 3 
we averr, this Cuſtom proceeded meerly out of free Devotion, and not out of any | 
Belief, that it was abſolutely neceſſary ſo to do, by virtue of Chriſt's Precept. It 
is no great matter what you averr, ſince you averr ſo monſtrous a Doctrine 
of Tranſubſtantiation, as confidently as you do this, and with much a like 
Reaſon. For I have ſhewed already, that the Inſtitution of Chriſt in refe- 
rence to this, is perpetually Obligatory, and that the Apoſtles look upon that 
as an wnalterable Rule, and therefore your averring ſignifies nothing, when 
you never offer to prove what you averr. But, I pray tell me, By what 
means would you underſtand what Precepts are perpetually obligatory, 
| which are not clear to our preſent purpoſe 2 If poſtive Command, immutable 
Reaſon, untverſal Practice of the Church may prove any thing ſo, we have all 
theſe plain and clear for Communion in both kinds. And not the leaſt 
Suſpition or Intimation given, that they looked on it as a matter of free Devo- 
tion, but of indiſpenſable Neceſſity. Bur, What mean you in ſaying, When the 
number of Chriſtians was ſmall, they received it in both kinds Do Chriſt's In- 
ſtitutions vary accòrding to the Numbers of Communicants? Hath not Chriſt 
the ſame Power to oblige many as a few? or, Do you think the Numbers of 
breakers of his Inſtitution make the Fault the leſs > But, When was it the 
number of Chriſtians was ſo ſmall 2 Only in the Apoſtles times, or as long 0 
che 
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the Cuſtom laſted of communicating in both Kinds ꝰ Do 1 the num. 
ber of Chriſtians was fo imall in the Primitive Times? If you do, you la- 


mentably diſcover your Ignorance in the Hiſtory of thofe Times: Read the 


Chriſtian Apologzes over, and you will believe the contrary. But, Did this 
ſmall number continue in the time of the Chriſtian Emperors, eventill aſtet 
a 1 bouſand Tears after Chriſt > For ſo long the Communion in both Kinds 
continued ſo inviolably, that neither you, nor any before you, are able to 


produce one Iaſtance of a publick and ſolemn Celebration of the Euchariſt” 


in the Church wherein the People did not communicate in both Kinds. And, 
Could a matter ſo indifferent as you ſuppoſe this to be, meet with no Perſons 


all this time, who out of Reverence to the Blood of Chriſt, ſnould deny giving 


it to the People! Nothing then but an unmeaſurable Confidence, and a 
Reſolution to ſay any thing, — never ſo falſe or abſurd (if it tend to 
the Intereſt of your Church) could make you ſay, That Communi n in one 
kind was always, even in the firſt five or fix hundred Tears, allowed publickly 
as well in the Church, as out of it. Than which, if-you had ſtudied ir, you could 
ſcarce have uttered a greater untruth; and in which there are ſuch Multitudes 
of your own Party bearing Witneſs againſt you. And Be/larmin is ſo far from 
helping you out in it, that he is extremely at a Loſs to offer at any thing 
which hath any Tendency that way. But before we come to conſider the In- 

ances and Exceptions you make, we muſt ſomewhat further ſee, what the 
Practice and Senſe of the Church was, that we may, the better judge, Whe- 
ther Communion in both Xixds were looked on as a matter only of free De. 
wotion,or as ſomething neceſlary by virtue of Chriſt's Inſtitution. And for this 
I ſhall not inſiſt on thoſe Multitudes of Teſtimonies, which manifeſt the 
Practice it ſelf, but briefly touch at ſome few, which more directly prove, that 
what they did, was, Becauſe in doing otherwiſe, they ſhould have violated 


the Iuſtitution of Chriſt. To paſs by therefore the Teſtimonies of Fuſtin Mar- 


tyr, Ireneus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertullian, all clear for the Practice; the 
eſt T inſiſt on, is that of S. Cyprian againſt thoſe who gave Water in the 
Chalice, inſteadof Wine ; for, whoſoeverdoth bur read the yery Entrance of 
that Epiſtle, will ſoon find that he looked on Chrifs In- 


Quanquam ſceinm Epiſcopos plurimos, E- 
vangelicæ veritatis ac Dominice traditio- 
nis tenere rationem, nec ab eo quod. Chri- 
Hus Magiſter & præcepit & geſſit, humana 
& novella inſtitutione decedere; tamen 


quonſam quidam vel ignoranter vel ſim- 


pliciter in calice Dominic ſanct i pcando, 
& plebi miniſtrando, non hoc faciant quod 
Jeſus Chriftus, Dominus & Deus mfter, 
facrificii hujus Auctor & Doctor, fecit & 
decuit; religioſum pariter ac neceſſarium 
du xi, has ad vos literas ſotere, ut ſi quis 
in iſto errore adhuc teneatur, weritatis Iu- 
ce perſpectã ad radicematq; eriginem tra- 
ditionis Dominice revertatur. Cyprian. 


Epiſt. 63. 


ſtitution in all the parts of it as anaiterable. For ( ſaith he) 
although I know, that moſt Biſhops do keep to that which 


agrees with the truth of the Goſpel, and what our Lord hath 


delivered ; and do not depart from that which Chriſt our 
Maſter hath commanded and praftiſed : yet becauſe ſome, ei- 
ther through Ignorance, or Simplicity, in ſanttifying the 


Cup of our Lord, and deliverins it to the People, do not 
that which Jeſus Chriſt our Lord and God, the Author and 


Teacher of this Sacrifice, did and taught ; I have thought it 


a neceſſary part of my Duty to write to you, that if any one 


continue in that Error, he may,by diſcovering the Light of 
Truth, return to the Root and Fountain of our Lord's Tra- 


dition. I inſiſt on this Teſtimony, not only for the clearneſs of it, as to 
the Cuſtom of giving the-Cup to the People; bur eſpecially for the Evidence 
contained in it, of the unalterable Nature of the 7»/#ztutzon of Chriſt. For 
that he looks on as the great Fault of them who miniſtred Water inſtead of 
Mine, that they therein departed from the Example and Precept of Chri/t. 
Now there cannot be produced any greater Evidence of dhy Obligation as 
to this, than there is as to the giving the C it ſelf. For here is Chriſt's Ex- 
ample and Inſtitution equally as to both of them, and that in the ſame 
Words, Drink ye allof it. If that were ſuch a departing from the Iuſti- 


tution 


Ln hue io RISE. Su Be. Sy, > ies Tz An Mk. A... 


| Chap. III. Of the Errors of | Preteaded Gund Comal. = 561 


* 


” 


** TY . 


tion to alter the Liguor, would ic not have been accounted as great, to 


take away the Cay wholly? For afterwards he adds, I Men ought not to 

break the leaſt of Chriſt's Commands, Hom much leſs thoſe great ones which 

pertain to the Sacrament of our Lord's Paſſion, and our Redemption? Or to 

change it into any thing, but that which was appointed by him > And if not 

ip change the matter, certainly neither can it be lawful to order the Ad. 
iniſtration otherwiſc than Chriſt appointed. I know. Bellarmine faith, 

The Parity of Reaſon will not hold, becauſe this it to corrupt the matter of the 

Sacrament : but S. Cyprian doth not inſiſt on that as his Reaſon, but the de- 

parting from the Iaſtitution of Chriſt, and this is done by one as well as 

the other. But he adds, That there was 4 Precept for that, Do this. And fo | 

ſay we, was there as plain for the other,  Driak ye All of this. So that the . 

Parity of Reaſon is evident for the one as well as the other. Upon the ſame | 

ground doth Pope Julius afterwards condemn the uſing Mill inſtead of 

Wine, becauſe contrary to Chriſt's Inſtitution ; and ſo he doth the dip- 

ping the Bread in the Chalice : From whence we infer, that they looked 

on Chriſt's Example and Inſtitution in the Adminiſtration to be unalterable. 

Bur molt expreſs is the Teſtimony of Pope Ge/afins, who finding ſome, from 

the Remainders of Manic haiſm, did abſtain from the Cup, gives expreſs order, 

That they who were infected with this odd Superſtition, ei- . 

ther ſhould receive the whole Sacrament, or abſtain wholly S ene, quod quidam, ſumptitantume , 


| : 224 cor por i porrione, à cali i 
from it; becauſe the dividing one and the ſame Myſtery, crueris Teer, N — = 
cannot be done without great Sacrilege. To this, Bellar- vam neſcio-qud ſuperſticione docentur ob. 


N s - 
mine tells us, two Anſwers are commonly given; one, 8 


—_ 


De Euthat. | 
J. 4. c. 25. 


That theſe words are meant of Prieſts ; another, That they unt & quſdem myſterii ſine grandi Ja- 
relate only to thoſe ſuperſtitious Perſons ; but both of _ - 4 — A * Gratl- 
them are ſufficiently taken off by the Reaſon aſſigned, n 
which is not fetched either from their Preiſebood, or Superſtition, but only 

from the Iuſtitution of Chriſt, that it would be Sacrilege to part thoſe things, 

which Chriſt by his Iuſtitution had joined together. Thus we ſee, the Senſe 

of the Church is clear, not only for the Practice, but the Command too; and 

the ſinfulneſs of the Violation of it. Although to you one would think it 

were wholly needleſs to prove any more than the Univerſal Practice, ſince 

the Tradition of the Church is equal with you, with an unwritten Word ; but 

that is, when it makes for your purpoſe, and not otherwiſe. For in this 

caſe, though the Inſtitut ion be expreſs, the univerſal Practice of the Church 

for at leaſt a Thouſand Years unqueſtionable ; yet becauſe it contradicts the 

preſent Senſe and Practice of your Church, all this ſignifies nothing at all 

with you. So true is it, that it is neither Scripture nor Antzquity, which you 

really regard, but tereſt and the Preſent Church. And what Caſauus, like cuſen ep. 25. 


a downright. Man, ſpake out in this caſe, is that you muſt all at laſtrake ſan- 


ctuary in, That the Scriptures muſt be interpreted according to the current Pra- 
dice of the Church; and therefore it is no wonder if they be interpreted at one 
time oue way, and another time another way. And though this ſeem a very 
great Abſurdity, yet it is no more than is neceſſary to be ſaid by ſuch who 
maintain things ſo contrary to Scripture, and the Practice of former Ages 
of the Church. | 6.17 

But you are ſo far from thinking this contrary to the Practice of the p. % 
Church in former Ages, that you ſay, Not only in S. Thomas his Time, but Caſſander 71 
in all Times of #$e Church, it was both publickly allowed, and en by _ _ 
ſome praftiſed even in Churches, to receive under one kind only. A bold Al: 1025, 1039. 
ſertion, and which is confidently denied by very many of your own Com- . Per. 
munion. For not only Caſſander often confeſſes, that for above a Thow- 

c ce | an 
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ſand Years after Chriſt, no inſtance can be produced of publick Commu. 
Barns Catholi- nion in one kind: But Father Barns acknowledges not only that Commu- 
Tr 6. 3 nion in both Kinds, is much more agreeable to Scripture, Fathers, and the 
ds Univerſal Church, bur that per ſe loquendo jure divino preſcribitur, taking it 
init ſelf, it is commanded by a Divine Law. But I know theſe Men are too 


honeſt for you to own them, but as to the univerſal Practice of the Char 


Neural Tapper. it is confeſſed by Ruardus, CAlphonſus à Caſtro, Lindanus, and many ffiets. © 


Nm 2. p. 328. 
Aber,. 3*,. But we need no more than your S. 7homas himſelf, even in that very place, 


ſro. hereſ. 38. where you ſay, He rather makes for you, than againſt you; for, when he ſays, ' 


ui, Pep. that Provide in quibuſdam Ecclefiis obſervatur ut populo ſan;uis non detur, 
whe It was a Cuſtom providently obſerved in ſome Churches, not to give the Sacra- 
ment in the Form of Wine to the Lait); He thereby ſhews indeed, that in his 


time about A. D. 1260. this cuſtom did in ſome Places obtain, bur yer ſo, 


that the univerſal Praftice had been to the contrary ; for ſo much is confel- 
ſed by him in his Commentaries on S. John, where his Words are, ſ*cundum 
Aquinas p. 3, antiquam in Eccleſid conſuetudinem omnes ſicut communicabant corpori, ita 
9.80. Art. ia. communicabant & ſanguini, quod etiam adbuc in quibuſdam Ecclefiis ſerugtar. 
Accordin? to the ancient Cuſtom of the Church, all did communicate in both 
kinds, which as yet is obſerved in ſome Churches. Now, Whether the Uni- 
verſal Practice of the Church in former times, or the Practice of ſome Church. 
es in his time, were more agreeable to the Divine Inſtitution, we may appeal 
to Aguinas himſelf, who elſewhere gives this Account, Why the Elements of 
N Bread and Wine, were made uſe of, and delivered ſeverally, That they might 
phy + denote a complete Refection, and fully repreſent the Death and Paſſion of our Sa- 
Benavent, I. 4. viour. On the ſame Accounts Bonaventure and Alenſis make both Kinds ne- 
<f.8. cr a. ceſſary to the Integrity of the Sacrament. And the latter (who was Maſter 
Liang, p. 4. 3. to the two former) 275 expreſly, That whole Chriſt is not contained Sacra- 


6. memb. 3. mentally under either kinds ; but his Fleſh under that of Bread, and his Blood 


Art. 2. 


under that of Wine. Than which nothing can be more deſtructive to the Do- 
P. Picherel. de ctrine of Concomitancy. And it is learnedly proved by Pet. Picherellus, that 


| Mi[5.5.4 the Bread was appointed to repreſent not the Body in its compleat Subſtance, 


but the meer Fleſb, when the Blood is out of it, according to the Diviſion 
of the Sacrifices into Fleſh and Blood; from whence it appears, that the Sa- 
crifice of Chriſt's Death cannot be repreſented meerly by one kind, and that 
Anf p.. Whole Chriſt is not contained under one, in the Adminiſtration of it. And 
7 31. nemb. i. therefore Alenfis rightly determines, that the res Sacramenti cannot be per- 


fectly repreſented by one kind; and thence ſays, He that receives but in one 


Alenſ.p.4> kind, doth not receive the Sacrament perfectly. No wonder therefore that he 
7. 53-emb.1- tells us, That ſome religious Perſons in his time (when the contrary Cuſtom, 
through the Superſtition abby See ſomewhar prevailed )d:d earneſty defire 

that the Sacrament might again be received in both Kinds. Thus we ſee, when 

this Cuſtom did begin, Reaſon and Argument was ſtill againſt it, and nothing 

pleaded for it, but only ſome ſuperſtitious Fears of ſome accidental Effuſions 

of the Blood of Chriſt. But you are the Man, who would ſtill perſwade us, 

That Communion in one kind was not only publickly allowed, but by ſome practiſed 

even in Churches in all Times of the Church. And therefore in Reaſon we muſt 

give Attendance to your impregnable Demonſtrations of ir. For otherwiſe, ſay 

you, How is it pſible that the Manichees ſhould find Liberty and Opportunity 

to communicate among ſt Catholicks in CatholickChurches without being perceived, 

Hnce they never drank Wine, nor communicated under the Fort of Wine? as lis 

certain they frequently did in S. Leo's time, and after. But you have very 
unhappily light of this for your firſt Proof, which is fo evident againſt 

you. For Leo, who mentions the Manichees communicating in paar 

arches, 


Ses ene. 
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of private Communions coming up by Perſecutions, were abrogated afterwards ; 
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Churches,, tells the Catholic ti, What way they miglit diſcern them from 
themſelves, viz. thut though they received the Bread, yet they refuſed the Nine; 
by which, faith he, you muy diſcover their Sacrileg ious rn 5 

por riſfe, aud by that Means they may be expelled oat 8 ner 22 
of the Society of Catholicks. You were therefore very  mentorum cont unione 54 — 3 


* N fterdum tutiur Ia ndis ? 
ill advifed, to make choice of this for your Argu- corpms 1 — 


— 


ment, which makes it plain, that all Catholitks did tionirnoſtre haurire emmino declinant. Quoc 


wo in both A EY the . 12 might be wo we/7 ter — * — . 
thereby known that they did not. And if it were the fe, e, g ene, bee, maniſe. 
Cuſtom for the Catholicks ſometimes to receive in both n D 
Kinds and ſomerimes not, (which is all the ſhift Bei- r ſecemditum autoritate 
rn Mach) and the Mavicheef not at all, this gef 4, 
could be ho note of Diſtindtion between them; for, although the Mani- 

chees might nor receive at one time, they could not tell but they might at 
another. Now Leos Intention being, to give ſuch'a Note of Diſtin&tion, 


that they might not receive at all among them, it evidently follows, that 


all the Catholicks did conſtantly receive in both Kinds, and that they were 


only Manic hee who did abſtain from the Cap. For that Story which Bel 
larmine inſiſts on, and you refer to, of the Woman, who being a Matedowian 
Heretick, yet pretending to communicate with the Catholicks, had the Bread 
which her Maid brought with her, az d which ſhe took inſtead of the Euchariſt, 
turned into a Stone in ber Mouth, upon whi#h ſhe runs preſently to the Biſhop, 
and with Tears confeſſed her Fault ; as we take it wholly upon the Faith of S „, % 
zomen, from gow Nicephorus tranſetibes it, fo T cannot imagine what it J s. . * f 
proves for yt purpoſe, unleſs it be, that they in whoſe Mouths the Bread Næpb. l. 13. 
turns into a Stone too, will hardly have Patience till the Cup be adminiſtred 

to them. Foro both Sozomen and NVicephorus relate it, that immediately 
upon her feeling it to be a Stone, the ran to the Biſbop, and ſhewed him che 
Stone, acknowledging with Tears her Miſcarriage. But beſides this, you bring 
ſeveral Iuſtauces from the Communion of Hermits in the Wilderneſs, of Tra- 
vellers on their Journeys, of fick Perſons in their Beds, and private Communt- 
ons in Houſes,and laſtly, Jitile Children in the © hurch,and at Home in their Cra- 
alles, which communicated in Form of Wine only. And, Are not all theſe invin- 
cible Proofs, that there was a publick, ſolemn Adminiſtrationof the Commu- 
nion in one kind publickly allowed in Churches in all times? When you car 
prove that the Communion of Hermits was in the Church, of that they did not 
receive as well the Wine as the Bread in the Wild rneſs, or that ſuch Commu- 
nion waFpproved by the Church: That the Communion of Travellers was not 


B 


meer C hmunion in Prayers, as Baroniuwand Allaſpinæus aſſert, without any 1 | 
Participation of rhe Euchariſt at all; or if it were, that it was only a Parti. 4aſpins. ob. 


cipation in one kind (agagnſt which Albaſpinæus gives many Reaſons :) That 3 wy 
the Communion of the Sick was without Hine, when Fuſtin Martyr faith, That 5 
both Bread and Wine were ſent to the abſent : when Euſebius tells us, That £«/eb. kiſe 1.6- 
the Bread given to Serapion, was dipt ; when S. Hierome ſaith of Fxupetius, EIS 44 
Thar he preſerved the Blood in a Glaſs for the uſe of the Sick : That Private Nazians. or. 
Communions were without Wine, ſince” Gregory Nazjanzen faith, his Siſter * ſhine ab 
Corgonia, preſerved both the Symbols of the Had) and Blood of Chrift ; and Al- 44h. 7 T4 
baſpineus confeſſes, that one might be carried Home as well as the other: or = 
that theſe were approved by the Church,-ſince Durantus ſaith, That the uſe n. Zac / a. 
c. 55. 

and are expreſly condemned by the Ceurcil of Cæzʒar- Auguſta about the 
Year 38 1. and the firſt Council of Toledo, about 4. D. 400. Laſtly, that 
the Communion of Infants was only in one kind, either in the Church of at 

Ccce 2 Home, 
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Home, or that this Communion of Infants which the Council of Treut con- 
demns, was a due Adminiſtration of the Exchariſt : When I ſay you have 
proved all theſe Things, the utmoſt you can hence infer, is, only chat in 
ſome rare Caſes, and accidental Occaſions, Communion in one kind was allow. 
ed of. But what is all this to the provingthatrhe ſtated, ſolemn Adminiſtra- 
tion of the Euchariſt in one kind was ever practiſed, much leſs allowed, 


within a thauſand Years after Chriſt. And yet if you could prove that, 


you fall ſhort of vindicating your Church, unleſs you add this, which you 
never ſo much as touch at, viz. That ir was ever in all that time thought 
law ful to forbid the Celebration of the Fachariſt in both Xinds. Prove but 
this, which is your only proper Task, and J fay as his Lordſhipgoth in 
another caſe, Ton ſhall be my Apollo for ever. 5 

We proceed to a fourth Error, which is the Ixvocation of Saints de- 
fined by the Council of Trent. As to which, that which his Lordlhip faich 
may be reduced to three Things. 1. That thoſe Expreſſions of the Fathers 
which ſeem moſt to countenance it are but Rhetorical Flouriſhes. 2. That the 
Church then did not admit of the Invocation of Saints, but only of the Com- 
memoration of Martyrs. 3. That the Doctrine of the Roman C hurch makes 
the Saints more than Mediators of Interceſſion. To theſe three I ſhall 
confine my Diſcourſe on this Subject, and therefore ſhall follow you cloſe 
in your Anſwers to them. For the firſt, When you are proying that the 
Fathers Expreſſions were not Rhetorical Flouriſbes, you would fain have 


your own accounted ſo. For, ſay you, How can it ſeem to any that duly con- 


fiders it, but moſt extreamly partial and ſtrange to term ſo many Exhortations, ſs 
many plain and poſitive Aſſertions, ſo many Inſtances, Examples, Hiſtories, Re- 
ports and the like, which the Fathers frequently uſe, and afford in this kind (and 
that upon Occaſions wherein dogmatical and plain Delivery of Chæiſtian Doctrine 
and I ruth is expected) nothing but Flouriſhes of Wit and Rhetorick 2 And after, 
you call theſe meer Put-offs, as before you had ſaid, 7hat when any thing in the 
Fathers is againſt us, then it is Rhetorick only ; when againſt you, then it is dog- 
matical and the real Senſe of the Fathers. But theſe are only Gencral Words, fit 
only to deceive ſuch who believe bold Affirmations ſooner than ſolid Proofs. 
This is a thing muſt be tried by Particulars, becauſe it is on both Sides ac- 


be 1%, I. 3 knowledged, that che Fathers did many times uſe their Rhetorict, and that 


c. JO©. 


Sixtus Sen. 
bibl. Aunet. 
152. J. 6. 


ſuch Things ate uttered by them, in their Panegyrical Orations eſpecially, 
which will not abide a ſevere Trial. Doth not Bellarmine confeſs that St. Ch 


ſoſtome doth often hyperbolize, and Sixtus Senenſis ſay as much of others, — 


Ba#, ep. 64. in the heat of their Diſcourſes they are carried beyond what they wenld have 


Theodoret. dia- 
+ -- 


ſaid in a ſtrict Debate? But who are,better Judges of theſe Things Man the 
Fathers themſelves? Are not they the Men; who have bid us diſtinguiſh 
what comes from them in a Heat, from that which they deliver as the 
Doctrine of the Church? Have not they told us, that the popular Oraticns 
uttered in Churches are no Rules of Opinion? Have not ſome of them, when 
they have ſeemed extream vehement and earneſt, at laſt come off with this, 
That they have been declaiming all that while? Witneſs. S. Hierom againſt 


Helvidius; and if you make not uſe of the ſame Rule to put a favourable 


Conſtruction on his Books againſt Fovinian, Vigilantius, Ruffinas and others, 
you will as little be able to excuſe him from ſtrange Doctrines, as from 
intemperate Heats. What put off then is it for us to ſay, that S. Baf/ in 
his Orat ion on Mammas, and the forty eight Martyrs; that S. Gregory Nazi- 
anzen in his Panegyrical Orations on S. Bafil, S. At hanaſius, S. Cyprian, his 


Siſter Gorgonia. S. Gregory Nyſſen in his Commendation of Theodorus, do 


make ufe of their Rhetorict in Apoſtrophe's to the Perſons whom they 
praiſe, 
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Praiſe, without any ſolemn Invocation of them? What is there herein un- 
ſuitable to their preſent Purpoſe ? Is it any more than Crators have com- 
monly done: What ſtrange thing is it then, that thoſe great Maſters of 
Rhetoricꝶ ſnould make uſe of their Art to raiſe the People, not only to a 
high Eſteem of their Perſons, but of thoſe Vertues which rendred them o 
Illuſtrious 2 Might not ſuch Expreſſions by way of Apeſtropbe be ſtill uſed 
by ſuch who are furtheſt' from the Invocation of Saints: Although by 
their Example we are taught how dangerous it is to indulge Rhetorick too 
much in ſuch Cafes,” Bur as though they foreſaw the ill Ute would be 
made of them, they add ſuch Expreſſions as ſufficiently tell us, they made 
no ſolemn Invocation of them; & ns «i nas, de der, and the like. Had theſe 
Perſons a mind to deliver a Doctrine of Iyvocation of Saints, who ſpeak 
with ſuch Heſitution and doubt as to their Senſe of what was ſpoken? (For, 
it is a groundleſs ſhift, ro ſay, that thoſe Expreſſions imply an Affirmation 
and not Doubt.) That which we ſay then, is this, That the Doctrine of 
the Church is not to be judged by ſuch Encomiaſtick Orations, wherein 
ſuch Rhetorical Flouriſbes are uſual ; and when you bring us their plain and 
ſitive Aſſertions, we will by no means give you that Anſwer, That thoſe 
are Flourrſhes of Wit and Rhetorick. But his Lordſhip very well knew how 
far you were from any ſuch dogmatical Aſſertions of the Fathers in this 
Point. and that the moſt plauſible Teſtimonies which you had wexe taken 
out of thoſe three great Orators in their Panegyricts in praiſe of their 
Friends, or of the Martyrs ; and therefore it was he ſaid, 7 hough ſome of 
the ancient Fathers have ſome Rhetorical Flour iſhe about it, for the, ſtirring 
up Devotion (as they thought) yet theC hurch then admitted not of the Invocation 
of Saints. That is it we ſtand on, that no ſuch things was admitted by the 
Church, if we ſhould yield that any particular (though great) Perſons were 
tos laviſhin their Expreſſions this way; muſt theſe Þe the Standard which 
we muſt judge of the Doctrine of the Church by? We muſt conſider the 
Church was now out of Perſecution, and Eaſe and Honour attended that 
Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, for which ſuch Multitudes had enduted the 
Flames ; and the People began to grow more looſe and vain than when they 
ſtill expected Martyrdoms : This made theſe great Men ſo highly commend 
the Martyrs in their popular Orations, not to propound them as Objefs of 
Irvocation, but as. xamples for their Imitation. Thence they encourage 
them to frequent the Memoriz Martyrum, that by their Aſſemblies in thoſe 
Places they might revive ſomething of that priſtine Heat of Devotion, which 
was now ſo much abated among them, Bur the Event was ſo far from an- 
ſwering their Expectation, that by this Means they grew by degrees to place 
much of their Religion, rather in honouring the former Martyrs and Saints, 
than in ſtriving to imitate them in their Vertues and Graces. And from the 
frequenting the Places where the AE were*enſhrined through the pre- 
tence of ſome ecſtatical Dreams and Viſions, or ſome rare Occurrencess which 
they ſay happened at thoſe Places, they began to turn their real Honour in- 
to ſuperſtitious Devotion, which at laſt ended in ſolemn Irvocation. To 
which no ſmall Encouragement was given when ſuch, Perſons as S. Hierom 
and others, were ſo far from putting a ſtop to the growing Evil, that though 
they confeſſed many Miſcarriages committed, yet they rather ſought to pal- 
liate them and make the beſt Conſtruction of them, till hoping that this 
Zeal in the People to the Honour of the Martyrs would promote Devotion 
among them; whereas it ſunk gradually into greater Superſtitions. This 
I take tobe the trueſt and moſt faithful Account of thoſe firſt Beginnings 
and Tendencies to Irvocanion of Saints, which appeared in the latter end 
of the fourth Century. | Fot 
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For befote that time we meet with nothing that can bear the Face of any 
poſitive and plain Aſſertions, Inſtances, Examples, Hiſtories, or Reports tending 
that way. Which is ſo clear, that Cardinal Perron after the beſt uſe of his Wit 
and Diligence to find out ſomething to this Purpoſe within the three firſt 
Centuries, at laſt confeſſes, that in the Authors who lived nearer the Apeſtles 
times no Footſteps can be found of the Invocation of Saints. But when he 
gives this account of it, That moſt of the Writings of that time are loſs, it makes 
us ſee what poor Excuſes bad Cauſes will drive the greateſt Wits to. Fot 
are not the Writings of Juſtin Martyr, Irenæus, Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, 
Tertullian, Cyprian, Arnobius, Lactantius and others ſtill exrant, who were pi 
ous and learned men? And is it poſſible that ſuch men ſhould all of them 
conceal ſuch a Doctrine as this, which would ſo eaſily appear in the Face 
of the Church? But it is well we have the Confeſſion of fo great a Man for 
the beſt Ages of the Church; and not only ſo, but he acknowledges withal, 


Eckius in En- T hat there is neither Precept nor Example for it in the Scripture. Which others 


ehirid. cap. 5. 


$almeron, in 


not only aſſert, but offer to give Reaſons for it, for the Old Teſtament: Be. 


1 Tim, 2. diſp, cauſe the Fathers were not then admitted to the beatifical Viſion : and for the 


2 ”Y de New Teſtament, Becauſe the Apoſtles were men of ſuch Piety and Humility, that 
aait, p. 3. 


they would not admit of it themſelves, and therefore made no mention of it in 
their Writings ; and withal,Becauſe in the beginning of Chriſtianity there would 
have been a Suſpicion, that they had omly changed the Names of Heathen Deities, 
and retained the ſame kinds of W Joy Theſe forthggew Teſtament we ad- 
mit of, not as Rhetorical Flouriſbes, but as plain aud pofitive A ertions which 
contain a great deal of Truth and Reaſon in them. So that here is a con- 
feſſed Silence as to this Doctrine throughout all the Story of Scripture, and 
for 300 Years and more after Chrift; and in all this time we meet with no 
ſuch aſſertions, int ances, examples, reports, and the like, which tend to eſtabliſh 
this newW Doctrine. But inſtead of this, we meet with very plain Aſſertionnto 
the contrary, back d with ſtrong and invincible Reaſons; and herein not to 
inſiſt on thoſe Places in Scripture which appropriate Invocat ion to God only, 
and that in regard of his indommunicable Attributes of omniſciency, and inf- 
nite Goodneſs and Power, Which are the only Foundations given in Scripture 
for Invocation: not to mention thoſe Places, where all Tendencies ro ſuch kind 
of Worſhip of any created Being, are ſeverely checked; and wherein an Jfe- 
rior and relative Worſhip is condemned on this Account, Becauſe a/l Worſhip 
is due to God only; and wherein that very Pretence of Humility, in not coming 
to God, but through ſome Mediator is expreſly {ſpoken againſt ; nor to inlarge 
how much this Doctrine of Invocation of Saints is injurious to God, by gi- 
ving that Worſhip to Creatures which belongs only ro himſelf;and how repug- 
nant it is to Divine Worſhip,that Prayers ſhould be made to Saints for them to 
interceed with Go, when they cannot know What thoſe Prayers are till 60 
reveals them; nor how diſhonourable it is to Chriſt, both in regard of his 
Merits and Interceſſion; nor how great a Check it is to true Piety to put men to 
pray to them, whom they can have no ground to believe do hear or regard 
their Prayers, and in the mean time to take them off from their ſerious and 
ſolemn Addreſſes to God. Not to inſiſt, 1 ſay, on theſe Things, becauſe I de- 
ſign no ſet Diſcourſe on this Subject, which hath been ſo amply handled by ſo 
many already; I ſhall only diſcover the Senſe of the Primitive Church in this 
particular by two things, the one of which takes in the firſt three Centuries, 
and the other extends a great deal further: From which I doubt not, but to 
make it evident how far the Zyvocation of Saints was from being received 
theti. The fuſt is, from the Anſwers givento the Heabens, when it was ob- 
jected againſt the Chriſtians that they did worſhip dead Men and Angels. 1 


confeſs, 
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confeſs, ſome have been ſo ſubtle as from hence to infer, that they did it; or 


elſe, ſay they, the Heathens would never have charged them with it. But 272m. de, 
they who read the Chri/t;ans Apgtogies will find far more unreaſonable things 55 


than this laid to their charge, and 1 hope they will not ſay, there muſt be an 


K 8.6. 13. 


equal ground for all the other Imputations alſo. Bur it ſeems they more be- 
lieve the Heat hens Objetbions than the Chriſtians Anſwers, who utterly diſa- 
vow any ſuch thing. The firſt mention we find of any ſuch Imputat ion, is 
in that excellent Epiſtle of the Church of Snyrna to the Church of Philomyli- 
um concerning the Martyrdom of Polycarp, wherein they tell us; how ſome 
ſuggeſted to Nicetas, that he ſhould defire the Proconſul that Polycarp's Body 
might not be granted to the Chriſtians; Leſt, ſay they, they ſhauld leave to 
worſhip Him that was Crucify, and worſhip him; to which they return this ex- 
celient An{wer. They are ignorant that we can never be induced to forſake 


Chriſt, who ſuffered for the Salvation of all who ſhall be 
ſaved of the whole World, or to worſhip any other for him 
being the Son of God we adore. But the Martyrs as the Dif- 
ciples and Followers of the Lord, we love worthily for their 
exceeding great Affection toward their own King and Maſter, 
of whom we wiſh that we may be Partners and Diſciples. 
Can any thing be more expreſs than this is, to ſhew 
what Difference they put between Chriſt and the Mar- 


yrs? Not that they worſhipped one as God with an ab- ed. 


ſolute dirett Worſhip, and the other as ſubordinate Inter- 
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ceſſors, with a relative and indirect Worſhip, as you would have told them; but 
they worſhiped Chriſt and none but him, becauſe he was the Sox of God; but for 
the Martyrs, they loved them indeed, but they worſhiped them not at all, 
for ſo much is implyed in the Autitheſis between that and their Worſhip of 
Chriſt. So that theſe Words are excluſive of any kind of Worſhip which 


they gave to the Martyrs; for they were ſo far from 


\Eiving them that 


Worſbip which belonged to the Son of God, that they only expreſſed their 


Love to them, without giving them any Worſhip. And in 


e old Latin 


Tranſlation of this Epiſtle, of which there are two MSS. extant in Exgland; 
when they ſay, They can worſhip none elſe but Chriſt, it is there rendred, 


Neque alteri cuiquam precem orationts impendere, Nor impart the Sapplication 

As the late learned Lord Primate Uſher hath ob- 

ſerved; which utterly deſtroys the Doctrine of Invocation | 
We proceed further to ſee what Account Origen gives of the Chriſtian 


of Prayer to any other. 


Anſwer to 

the Jeſuits 

Chall. P. 426, 
0. 20. 


Doctrine touching Invocation in his Anſwer to Ceſſus, wherein he had ſuf- 
ficient Occaſion given him to declare the Senſe of the Church at that time. 
And if he had known or approved any relative Worſhip given to Angels or 


Saints, it is not conceivable that he ſhould expreſs him- 


ſelf in ſuch a manner as he doth. For whenCe/ſusenquires 
what kind of Beings they thought Angels to be, Oigen 


anſwers, that although the Scripture ſometimes calls 


them Gods, it is not with thar Intention that we ought 


to worſhip them. For, ſaith he, all Prayers, and Sup- 
plications, and Interceſſions, and Thankſgivings are to be a 


ſent up to God the Lord of all, by the High Prieſt who is a- 
bove all Angels, being the living Wordand God. For to call 
upon Angels (we not comprehending the knowledge of them, 


which is above the reach of man) is unreaſonable. ' And 
ſuppoſing it were granted that the knowledge of them,which 
is wonderful and ſecret, might be comprebended : this very 


A nowledge 
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Knowledge declaring their Nature to us, and the charge over which every one of 


them is ſet, would not permit us topreſume to prey unto any other but God the 
Lord of all, who is abundantly ſaffcient fer all, by our Saviour the on of 
God. In which Teſtimony, we clearly fee What the judgment of the Church 
then was concerning Irvscation: For in a matter of Divine Worſhip equally 
concerning the whole Church, we have no Reaſon to imagine that Origey 
ſhould deliver any private Opinion of his own. And herein we are plainly 


told, That all Prayers and Supplications are to be made to God only through Chriſt, 
that in ſuch caſes where we are /ynorant of the nature of Beings, it is unrea- 


ſonable for us to pray to them (as we certainly are concerning ſeparated Souls 
as well as Angels); that in caſe we did know them, yet it would not be rea- 


1 5.p. 238. 


ſonable to pray to them, both becauſe they are inferior and miniſtring Si- 
rits, and i x5 God himſelf is abundantly ſufficient for all through Chri/. 
Now let any reaſonable Man judge, whether theſe Arguments do not hold as 
well againſt a relative and ſubordinate Invocation, as abſolute and Sovereigy. 
But no ſuch Diſtinctions were thought of then. For they judged all Prayer 
and Iuvocat ion, by the very Nature of it, to import Divinity in that it was 
made to, and there fore that no created Beings how excellent ſoever were ca- 
pable of it. From whence Origen afterwards ſuppoſing the Sun, Moon, and 
Stars to be Intellectual Beings, * this account, Why, notwithſtanding that, 
they made no Prayers to them. For, ſaith he, fince they offer up Prayers them. 
ſelves to God through his only Son, elch ph Vr fog rec wogudros, We judge 
that we ought not to pray to them that pray, Since they would rather ſend us to 
God whom they pray to, than bring, us down to themſelves, or to divide our pray- 


ing vertue from God, to themſelves. Can we then ſuppoſe that the Churchat 


that time did allow of Prayers to be made to Faints in Heaven, ſuppoſing 


their praying there in behalf of the Church on Earth? For we ſee Origen goes 


ZL. 8. p. 381. 


P. 383. 


P. 284. 
P. 385. 


on this ground, that all Intellectual Spirits which pray themſelves, are not 


to be prayed to; and that if they knew of our praying to them, they would 


ſend us to God and not accept of thoſe Supplicat ions to themſelves which are 
due only to God. In the beginning of the eighth Book, Celſus diſputes againſt 
the Chriſtians becauſe they worſhip only the Supreme God, without giving 
any tothe Inferior Demons; and that upon this ground, becauſe, faith he, 
They who worſhip the Inferiour Gods, acknowledging them Inferiour, is fo far 
from diſhonouring, the Supreme, that he doth that which is acceptable to him 
aun nus & o Tis eines medyrig, & v a Veer, & lies ci. For he that bo- 
nours and wor ſhips thoſe who are ſu bject to him, doth not diſpleaſe God whoſe they 
are all. Theſe are Celſus his Words; from whence we are to take notice, 
that Celſus doth not plead for abſolute and Sovereign Werſhip to be given to 
theſe Inferiour Deities or Spirits, but only a relative and ſubordinate Worſhip. 
So that if the Controverſie had been between Celſus and a modern Romaniſt, 
all chat Celſus here ſays muſt have been confeſſed on both Sides, and the 
whole Diſpute only have been concerning thoſe Dæmons or Spirits which 
were to have this relative and inferiour kind of Worſhip, viz. Whether thoſe 
which Celſus call'd Demons, or only the Bleſſed Spirits aud glorified Saints. 
But Origen who went upon other Grounds, returns a far different Anſwer; 
For, ſaith he, it is not leſt we ſhould hurt God that we abſtain from the Worſhip of 
of any but God according to this Word (tnwivoua nf And/or drag N beg. to ren 
der the inferiour Worſhip of An to any but God) but leſt we ſhould therely 
hurt our ſelves, by ſeparating our ſelves from our Portion in God. And the rea- 
ſon he gives why Chriſt is to be worſhipped is, from that Divinity which ma. 
nifeſted it ſelf in him, and becauſe of the Unity of Nature between God and = 
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And although Crizen laitn, That in ſome Senſe we may be ſaid h 11 to 
give ſome kind of worſhip to Angels and Archanzels ; yet he ſaith the Senſe of 
the Word muſt be purg d, and the Actions of the Worſhippers diſtinguiſhed. ec 
in the following Words he attributes that N orſhip which is by Supplication 
only to God and his only Son. So that ſtill he reſerves the | | 
offering up our Prayers as the appropriate worſhip to God 
himſelf, through his only Son. 


our ſins, that he would vouchſafe as our high Prieſt to offer 
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our Prayers, Sacrifices, and Iuterceſſous to God over all. Therefore our Faith id 161d. 


is only in God through his Son, who hath confirmed it to us. And afterwards, 
Away (faith he) with Celſus his Counſel, that we ſhould worſhip Dæmons or 


inferior Spirits not taking them in the worſt Senſe) wiry xe wgpwurrior 29 ini . 395- 


min g, for we muſt only pray to God over all, and to the Word of God, his on- 


ly begotten, and firſt born of all Creatures; and we muſt entreat him, that he as 


High Prieſt, would preſent our Prayer, when it is come to him, unto his Gad, and 
our God, and unto his Father, and the Father of them that frame their Life ac- 
cording to the Word of God. To the ſame Purpofe again in another Place ; 


To whom we offer our firſt-fruits, to him we direct our Prayers, having a High u , 400. 
Prieſt, who is entred into Heaven, Jeſus the Son f God ; and we hold faſt this : 
Confeſſion while we live, through the Favour of God, and his *on, who is manifeſt- 


ed to us : And after ſaith, 


hat the Angels help forward their Salvation, who 


. 


call upon God, and pray fincerely, to whom they thenſelves alſo G2 But not one 


word of any praying to them, but only to God through C 
ſaith elſewhere. We muſt endeavour to pleaſe God only, 


who is over all, and pray that he may be propitious to us, 
procuring his good Will with Piety, and all kind of Virtue. 
But if he will yet have us ee the good Will of any 
others, after him that is God over all ; let him confider, 
that as when the body is moved, the motion of the ſha- 
dow doth follow it : ſo in like manner, havigg God fa- 
vourable to us, who is over all, it followeth that we ſhall 


have all his Friends, both Angels, and Souls, and Spirits, . 


favourable to us. For they have a 'ſympathy with them, 
that are thought worthy to find favour with God. Nei- 


ther are they only favourable unto ſuch as be worthy ; but. 


they co-operate with them alſo that are willing to ſerve 
God over all, and are friendly to them, and pray with 
them, and intreat with them. So as we may be bold to 
ſay, that when Men, who with a Reſolution, propoſe to 


iſt. For as he 
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themſelves the beſt Things, do pray unto God, many $420.12 


Thouſands of the ſacred Powers pray together with _ oa 

them uncalled upon. Here indeed we, Fad that Saints and Angels do 
interceed in Heaven in behalf of the Saints on Earth, but that is 
not the Thing in diſpute between us: But here we find no ſuch 


thing at all as an Invocation. of them; but he ſays, They pray together 


with us, when we pray to God himſelf, not when we pray firſt to them to 
pray with us. For this Origen makes to be wholly needleſs ; for if God be 
propitious to us, ſo will all the Sacred Powers be too. So that ſtill we find 


in Origen, that Invocation was only to be made to God over all, although he 


ſaith, That with thoſe who do ſincerely * "por God, the Holy Spirits do joyn 


with 


ol 


PV 


Of the E:rrors of Pretended (3eneral Councils. Fart 11. 


— 


1 irh them. To the ſame Purpoſe Arnobius ſpeaks, when the Heathens asked, 


9. 21. 


w 


Why they did not worſhip any Iuferior Gods? ſatis eſt nobis, ſaith he, Lens 
primus, the Supreme God is ſufficient for us. In hoc omne quod colendum eſt 
colimus; quod adorari convenit adoramus, quod obſequium vencrationis 
poſcit, venerationibus promeremur. In worſhipping him, we wor ſhip all that 
is to be worſhipped ; we adore all, that is fit to be adored; we procure Favour 
by ſhewing Reverence to all that require it. Where we are {till to take notice, 
that the Heathens did not blame them for not giving the higheſt kind of 


- Worſhip to theſe Inferior Deities, but for not worſhipping them with the 


ſubordinate and relative Worſhip, which they ſaid belonged ro them. Now 
when in the Anſwer he ſaith, That in worſhipping God, they worfhipped all 
that was to be worſhipped; he utterly deſtroys any ſuch Relative Worſhip, 
which may be given to Inferior Spirits. 1 

For we are to conſider, that the Heat hen themſelves did not give the 
ſame kind of Adoration to their Heroes, and Inferior Deities, which they 
did to him whom they accounted Supreme. And, ſetting aſide the Diſſe- 
rence of the Object, — find no poſſible Difference between the Inpoca- 


Bellarm. de tion of Saints in the Church of Rome, and that of Demons among the Hea. 
2 beatitu. thens. 
-T. 124 


And although Bellarmine hath taken the greateſt Pains to clear the 
Nature of that Worſhip, which is given to Saints; yet, upon a thorow 
Examination of it, we ſhall find that all his Pleas would have held 
as well for the Worſhip of Dæmons in the Platoniſis Senſe of them, 
as they do for the Worſhip of Saints among Chriſtians. Three Things he 
tell us Adoration conſiſts in, An Act of Underſtanding apprehending tome 
Excellency : An Ad of the Will, whereby we are inwardly inclined to do 
ſomething by an internal, or exteral AQ, by which we declare our Senſe 
of that Excellency, and out Subjection to it; and laſtly, An external Ad, 
in which we bow or kneel, or ſhew ſome outward Sign of Subjection. Now 
of theſe three he ſaith, rhe fecond is moſt proper and eſſential, becauſe the 
firſt may be without Adoration, and the laſt with Trriſion of that we pre- 
tend to worſhip. Further he oetves that there are ſo many ſorts of Adora- 
tion or Worſhip, as there are Degrees of Excellency, of which he reckons 
three kinds, Divine, Humane, and between both, as the Grace and Glory of the 
Saints: And that theſe ſeveral forts of Worſhip, according to theſe ſeveral 
Excellencies, arc not anivocal, but analogical ; and that they may be very 
well diftinguiſhed by the internal Acts, for the Inclination of the Will is 
greater or leſs, according to the Degree of Excellency apprehended in the 
Object. But as to the External Acts, it is not eaſie to ail imouiſh them ; for, 
almoſt all External As, ( ſacrifice only, and the Things referring to it ex- 
cepted) are common to all kinds of Adoration. This is the Subſtance of 
what he hath, for explaining the Nature of Divine Worſhip : And by which 
I cannot poſſibly ſee, but that kind of Worſhip which was given by the Hea- 
thens to their Dæmons, was defenſible upon the ſame Grounds that the In. 
vocation of Saints is now. For as theſe apprehend a greater Excellenev in 
God, than in the Saints; ſo did they in the Supreme God, than in thoſe Iufe. 
riour Deities; which they did not acknowledge to have an Infinite Nature 
in themſelves, but only that they had the Honour of being ſolemnly _ 
ed beſtowed upon them. But this will be much clearer in the Caſe of the 
Heroes, or the Apotheoſis of the Roman Emperors, as Auguſtus for Inſtance. 
The Roman Senate decrees, that divine Honours ſhall be given to Auguſtus ? 
we cannot think, that by Virtue of this Decree he aſſumed a Divine Nature, 
or became abſolutely God, ſo that the CA of the Underſtanding was of the 
ſame Nature, which it would have been, ſuppoſing ſome Roman C _—_ 

| oulc 


L Chap. HL: Of the Errors of Pretended General Cunctls. 571 
N ſhould believe Auguſtus to have been a Saint: On which Suppoſition, we 
0 will ſuppoſe a Zeathen and him to be at their Prayers together to him. I 


pray now tell me, Wherein lies the Difference, that one is 7dolatry, and 


lt che other is not ? For neither of them ſuppoſe him to be the Supreme God, 
is both look on him as having a middle kind of Excellency between God and Man, 
* the external Actions are the fame in both, and their Apprehenſions of Excel- 
* lency being equal, the Inclinations of their Mills to teſtifie their Devotion 
ke] muſt be equal too. If you anſwer me, that one looks on him as a Saint, 


1 and the other doth not; Imay ſoon tell you, that is nothing to the Purpoſe, 
C for, the Queſtion is not, Whether he was a Saint or no, but, Whether the 


15 Apprehenſion of a middle Excellency between Divine and Humane, with a cor- 
reſpondent Inclinat ion of the Mill, teſtified by external Ads of Adoration, be 
Þ, Idolatry or no ? If it be /dolatry in the one, it mult be in ye other; for rhe 
* ratio formalis is the fame in both, viz. the Apprehenſion of An Excellency be- 
. tween Divine and Humane: For we are not enquiring, Whether the Appre- 
7 henſion be true or falſe, but, What the Nature of that 4& of Religion is, 
2 which is conſequent upon ſuch an Apprehenſion. Now if it were not Idola- 
uo try in him, that believed Auguſtus to be a Saint, and worſhipped him; 
C How can it be made appear to be ſo in him, that believed him defied, or that 


Divine Honours did belong to him? And if this be granted; for my part, 
4 I cannot tell how you can excuſe the Primitive Chriſtians, that would rather 
ſuffer Martyrdom, than worſhip the Heathen Emperors ; for, although they 


4 all thought it Idolatiy, yet upon thele Principles it could not be fo ; but 

5 the worſt that could be made of it, was this, That the Senate took that up- 

10 on it, which it had nothing to do with, becauſe it belonged to the Pope to 

le Canonize Men, and not to the Roman Senate. For, let me put it ſeriouſly 

7 to you, Whether you do not attribute the very ſame kind of Authority to 

* the Pope now, which the Roman Senate challenged in the d, of the 

* Roman Emperors ? For, whoſoever will compare the Rites of Canonization 

N in Bellarmine with the ancient Rites of the de, Will find them exactly D: gang. bet. 
anſwering to each other. For, 1. They are put in a . 75 of Saints, and“ 1. 6. 7. 
4 muſt be owned by all for ſuch. 2. Invocantur in publicis Eccleſiæ precibus, They 

* are prayed to in the publict Prayers of the Church. 3. Lemples and Alaars for 

i! their ſake, are dedicated to God. 4. I he Sacrifices of the Euchariſt, of Pray- 

| ers, and Praiſes, are publickly offered to God for their Honour; and then fol- 

4 low their Feſtivals, Images, Reliques, &c. What was there more done then, 

5 that publick Divine Honours were made to the Deified Emperors ; not that 

« theſe Honours were wholly terminated upon them, but they thought the 

bs giving of this relative Honour to them, did redound to the greater Honour 

'f of the Supreme Deity ? So that we ſee, a new object of Divine Worſhip is 

h ſolemnly appointed, upon the Pope s Canonizing a Saint; and no Pretence 


can be made to excuſe this from Idolatry, which would not have excuſed all 
thoſe Heathens from it, who believed there was one Supreme Deity, and yet 
allowed Divine Honours to be given to ſuch Spirits which were imployed 
5 by him, or attended on him. So that if the Notion of Idolatty muſt only lie 
in ſuch an act of the Mill, which reſults from an Apprehenfion of Infinite 


5 Excellency, which is only in the Supreme Being; very few, if any, of the more 
6 intelligent Heathens were ever guilty of it. But if the formal Reaſon of their 
8 Ilolatry lay in offering up thoſe Devotions to that which was not God, which 
only belong to an Infinite Being ; I ſec not, but the ſame Charge will hold 
n on the ſame Grounds, againſt thoſe who Invocate Saints with thoſe, external 


Acts of Devotion, which are confeſſed to be the ſame with thoſe where- 
þ with we call on God, But nothing can be more unreaſonable, than that 
4 Dddd 2 | Bellarmine 


— 


Of the Errors of Pretended General Conncils, Part I 


Bellarmine ſhould except Sacrifices, and things belonging thereto, from be- 
ing common to the firſt and ſecond ſort of Azoration, and not except Ide. 
cation. For, Is it poſſible ro conceive any Act which doth more exprets our 
ſenſe of an Infinite Excellency, and the Profeſſion of our Subjet:on to it, than 
Invocation doth 2 Which dorh it far more than Sacrifice doth ; for that be- 
ing a meer external Act, is conſiſtent with the greateſt Mockery of God; but 
ſolemn Invocation implies in its own Nature our Dependence upon God, and 
an Acknowledgement of his /nfinite Knowledge and Power. For Invocation 
lies chiefly in the internal Acts, and denotes primarily the inward deſite of 
obtaining ſomething from a Being above our own: So that, though I ſhould 
grant the meer external Acts of bowing and kneeling to be common to Adora- 
tion given toinfiniteand finite Perfections; yet I utrerly deny that theſe 4&5 
are common to both, when the Circumſtances do determine the End and 
deſign of them. As no Man by the meer bowing of Abraham to the Children 
of Heth could tell, whether it were civil or divine Adoration which he meant; 
but none who underſtood all the Circumſtances of it, would have any Reaſon 
to queſtion it. But, ſuppoſe it had been declared before, that thete Men ex- 
pected a more than civil Adoration, and that all the Rires of ſolemn Invoca- 
tion which: Abraham at any time uſed to God, muſt be uſed to them too; then 
the ſame external Ads muſt have received a new Denomination. So that 
though the meer external Ads be common to civil and religious Worſhip, yet 
as thoſe As are conſidered with their ſeveral Circumſtances, they are appro- 
priated to one or the other of them. Thus, though a Man may uſe the tame 
form of Wordsto an Emperor on his Throne, and the ſame external Poſture, 
which he doth uſe after his Death in a Temple conſecrated to him; yet in the 
one they are meerly Signs of Civil Worſhip, but in the other they become 

Teſtimonies of Religious Adoration. So, although inthe Invocation of Saints, 
no other Words were uſed, but ſuch as denote them to be Creatures ſtill; yet 

if they be uſed with all the Rites of ſolemn Invocation, in Places appropriate 
to Divine Worſhip, and in Sacred Offices, they thereby declare the 4dorat:- 

on intended to be greater than any meer Creature is capable of. For we muſt 

conſider, that as God is owned to be 7nfinite in himſelf, and to have incommu— 

nicable Perfections, ſo by reaſon of them there ought to be ſome appropria- 

ted Acts or Signs of Worſhip, to declare our Subjection to him; which being 

determined for this end, either by the Law of God, or the Conſent of People, the 

attributing of them to any elſe but him, is a publick Violation of his Honour, 

Although in ſo doing, Men profeſs that they intend them only as Expreſli- 

ons of a lower kind of Worſhip than is due to theSupremeBeing.Bur in ſuch ca- 

ſes theProteſtation avails not, where the Factis evident to the contrary For when 

Men in the moſt ſolemn manner, in publick places of Devotion, and in ſacred 

Offces,do invocate Saints, and yet think they diſhonour not God by it, becauſe 

they ſay, they do not worſhip them as God ; it is juſt as if a Man ſhould 

upon all Occaſions, in the Preſence-Chamber, addreſs himſelf to one of the 

King's Subjects as to the Xing himſelf; and being queſtioned for it, ſhould 

only ſay, he did not diſhonour the Xing by it, becauſe he meant it not to 

him as a Ting, but as a Subject. Bur by ſo much is the Dyſbonour greater, 


becauſe the Sovereignty of the Xing doth require that the Rights of Majeſty 


ſhould not be given to any Sabject whatfoever. So that it is but a vain Pre- 


' tence, when Men uſe all the Expreſſions whereby we declare our Senſe of the 


Infinite Perfections which are in God, to any Creatures, to lay, They give them 
not that Worſhip which belongs to Goll, meetly becauſe they do believe ther 
are Creatures ſtill. But, Is it poſſible for Men to give the Honour which is 


due to God, to the Creatures, acknowledging them to be Creates fli!l: or, 
Is 


Chap. III. -Of the Errors of Pretended General Councils. 
Is it not? If not, then none of the Heathens could be guilty of Idolatry, in 
worſhipping Demons, Heroes, and Deified Emperors; it it be poſſible, 
then the acknowledging the Saints not to be God, cannot excuſe Men from 
the ſame kind of Tdolatry, in the Invocation of them. And it is as frivo- 
lous a Plea which is made for thoſe Forms of Invocation which are made to 
the Saints in plain Terms, not to intercede with God for them, but to be- 
ſtow upon them both temporal and ſpiritual Bleſſings (of which Multitudes 
have been produced by our Writers) viz. That though the Form of Words be 
the ſame that is uſed to God, yet the Senſe is wholly, that they would pray to God 
to beſtow them. For, How ſhould any other Senſe be underſtood, when theſe 
Forms are allowed in Invocation? For, although the Scripture may ſome- 
times attribute the effect to the ſubordinate Inſtrument, as when S. Paul is 
ſaid to ſave ſome, yet certainly the Scripture is far from allowing ſuch a Li- 


berty in ſolemn Invocation: For upon this Ground it might have been lawful 


for Men to have fallen down upon their Knees to S. Paul, and have intreated 
him to ſave them. Do you think S. Paul would have approved ſuch Phraſes in 
Invocation? So that it is not the meer Phraſe, but as it is joined with all 
Rites of Invocation, which makes it look fo like the moſt groſs Idolatry. When 
you pray to the Virgin Mary, to protect you from your Enemies, pn / receive 
you in the hour of Death, and to the Apoſtles, to heal your ſpiritual Maladies, 
which Forms are acknowleged by Bellarmine ; Can any reaſonable Man think 
that the meaning of them only is, that they would pray to God to do theſe 
things for them? If one ſhould bring his Petition to a Courtier for his Pardon, 
and in plain Terms beg that of him which the Aing only can grant: What Man 
that had his Wits about him, would ever imagine that he only meant by it, 
that he would entreat the Aing to do it for him? But God is more jcalous of 
his Honour, than to be pur oft by ſuch Mockeries as theſe are : Nay, when 
your great Men at the end of their moſt elaborate Works —— with a 
Laus Deo & beatiſſime Virgini, What can be meant by it, but the attributing an 
Honour of the ſame kind to the one as the other? And when Prayers are 
made to Saints, that through their Merits they would do ſuch things for them, 
it is hard conceiving the meaning ſhould only be, that they would pray to 
God for them. Nay, ſome have expreſly ſaid, That God hath communicated that 
which of right belonged to him becauſe of his Divinity and Omnipotency, to the 
bleſſed Virgin,and the Saints; and, that which is more wonderful, to their Images 
too. So Gulielmus Fabricius in his Approbation of Lipfius his Diva Virgo Hal- 
lenfis, which it is thought by ſome that Lipfhus only writ in Imitation of ſome 
Heathen Goddeſs ; which may be a very probable account of that otherwiſe 
very unhappy N of that learned Man. And as | 


Bell. de Sant. 
) beat. I. 1. c. 17. 


one ſaid of the Pen he offered to the Virgin, Nothing Poſt Tacitum exaftum conſummatoſy; laboves 


could be lighter, unleſs it were the Book he wrote with it. 
But that profeſſed Critick underſtood well enough the 
Exactneſs of the parallel of the Worſhip of the Virgin 3 
Mary, with that of the Heathen Goddeſſes ; and therefore very ſuitably 
calls her Tutelaris Diva, by which his meaning might be gueſſed at, as 
Plato's was, by his ufing the Name of God, or Gods. But however that 
be, we are ſure the parallel is ſo great between the Worſhip of Saints in 
the Church of Rome, and that of Heroes and Demons amongſt the Hea- 
thens, that it one be juſtified, the other cannot be condemned, and if one 
be condemned, the other cannot be juſtified. So that from hence it fol- 
lows, that the Arguments uſed by the Primitive Chriſtzans againſt that Wor- 
ſhip, will hold againſt Invocation of Saints ; becauſe the Heathens pleaded 


not for an abſolute and ſovereign Worſhip of them, but only ſuch a kind of 


Relative 


Pennam Lipſiades hanc tibi, Diva, dicat. 
Nil potuit pennã levius tibi Diva dicare, 
Ni fuerit levius quod tibi ſcribit opus. 
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relative and ſubordinate Worſhip, as you profeſs to be due to Saints. Thus 

much may ſuffice to clear the Notion of Worſhip in the Primitive Church, 

and to ſhew, how far that was from approving your Doctrine of the Ingo. 
cation of Saints. 

"Fei The next Argument I intended to have inſiſted on, flould have been the 
4:banaſ.orot. proving the Divinity of Chriſt from the Invocation of him, as Athanaſius 
4 Ct. Arrian. and ſeveral others do; which could ſignifie nothing, if Ivocation were 
Griz. e, then allowed to Saints. But this hath been ſo amply managed by others, 
— and the Senſe of the Church having been ſufficiently diſcovered by our prece- 
Novatian, de dent Diſcourſe ; I ſhall nor need to inſiſt any more on thoſe foregoing Times, 
Wee but now come to that Age of the Church, wherein the Honour of che Mar. 

yrs ſeems to be advanced higher upon the ceaſing of Perſecution. Bur tit! 

his Lorſhip faith, 1 hat the Church then admitted not of the Invocation of 

Saints, but only of the Commemoration of the Martyrs, as appears clearly in 

Avg. Civit, S. Auguſtine, who ſaith, Although they be at the Sacrifice named in their Or- 
Dei 7.22.19: ger, non tamen à Sacerdote qui ſacriſicat invocantur ? they are not invoked 
P. 291 by the Prieſt who ſacrifices. Now to this you anſwer, The Fathers meaning 
is, that the Saints departed are not invocated, or called upon by way of Sacri- 
fice, i. e. as Perſons to whom the Sacrifice is offered; which, you ſay, is a Work 

of Religion due to God only and this you prove was all that S. 4a/t;z meant, 
becauſe in other places of his Works, where he teaches, that not only Commemo- 
ration is made of the Saints departed in Time of Sacrifice, but that it is done 

to this particular Intent and Purpoſe, viz. that they would pray for us ; which 
doubtleſs amounts to a virtual Invocationof them. And for this you produce 
ſeveral Paſſages out of his Works, Two things therefore mult be enquired 
into. 1. What the meaning of S. Auſtin is, when he ſaith, That the Saints 
are not invocated at the Sacrifice. 2. What his meaning is, in thoſe Places 
wherein he allows of that you call Virtual Invocation, viz. that the Saints 
would pray for us. 1. We are to enquire, What S. Auſtin's meaning is, when 
he ſaith, That the Saints are not invocated at the Sacrifice ; meaning no other, 

* (ſay you) but the Sacrifice of the Maſs, which you hope the Reader will mark 
for S. Auſtin's ſake ; wherein you betray moſt egregious Ignorance or Fraud, 

if you either ſuppoſe the Chri/tzans called nothing elſe a Sacrifice at that 
time, but what you now call the Maſs, or that they did it in the ſame Re- 
dif ſpect that you do now. A Sacrifice of Prayer and Praiſe indeed they had, 
+ anda Commemoration of Chriſt's Sacrifice in the Lord's Supper, but no ſuch 
thing as a propitiatory Sacrifice for the living and the dead; and I pray mark 

this for your own ſake. But for our better underſtanding S. Auſtin's mean- 

ing, we muſt conſider that he is there comparing the Hoxovrs which the 
Heathens gave to their Heroes, with thoſe which the Chriſtians give to the 
Martyrs.They, faith he, to thoſe Gods of theirs, build Temples, ered Altars, ap- 

point Prieſts, and offer Sacrifices ; but we do not build any Temples tothe 

Martyrs as to Gods, but raiſe Sepulchres as to dead Men,whoſe Spirits live with 

God; neither do we build Altars, at which we may ſacrifice to the Martyrs, but 

we offer up a Sacrifice only to the God of the Martyrs, and of us; at which Sa- 

crifice, ſaith he, as holy Men of God, who through.their Confeſſion of him have 

overcome the World, they are named in their Place and Order, but are not in- 

vocated by the Prieſt, who offers up the Sacrifice. Two things may here be un- 

derſtood by the Sacrifice, either the anniverſary Sacrifice of Praiſe to God, on 

the Day of their Natalitia or Martyrdoms ; or elſe the Celebration ofthe Eucha- 

riſt, which was wont to be done at the memorize Martyrum chiefly upon that 
anniverſary Day. Now there are many Reaſons to incline me to think that 8. 

Auſtin doth not ſpcak of any ordinary celebration of the Euchariſt, but of that 
anniverſary Solemnity, which was wont to be kept at the Tombs of the Mar- 
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tyrs on the Day of their Sufferings. Chiefly becauſe S. Auſtin is here paral- 
leling the HFonours of the Martyrs, With thoſe of the Heathen Heroes; and 
therefore it was reaſon he {hould ſpeak of the greateſt Solemnities which 
were uſed for them. Now it is certain that there were ſuch Anniver/ary 
Days then kept (by many Paſſages of thoſe times, and ſomewhat before 
them) eſpecially in the African Churches; and at theſe they offered up 
ſolemn Prayers and Praiſes to God. Both which are clear from this Paſſage 
of S. Cyprian, Sacrificia pro iis ſemper ut meminiſtis offerimus, quoties Mar- Oprian. e.34- 
tyrum paſſiones & dies anniverſaria Commemoratione celebramus : Where we! 53: 
find an anniverſary Commemoration and Sacriſces offered at them. What 
theſe *acrifices were, Rigaltius in his Obſervations on that Place tells us; 
Chriſtiani, faith he, ſacris anniverſariis, laudes Deo dicunt, commemoratis eorum kg. obſ. a 
nominibus qui pro fide Chriſto dicta Martyrium fortiter obierunt. So that the %. 2. 56: 
Sacrifice was a Sacrifice of Praiſe to God in Behalf of the Martyrs. At whicl: 
they had their Oratzonum Sacrificia too, as Tertullian calls them, who faith, | 
Under the Goſpel the pure —_— is Prayer to Cod: and that the Sinner being T1tul:c.Mar- 
cleanſed, ought to offer to God, munus apud Templum, orationem ſcil. &., 3 
gratiarum actionem apud Eccleſiam per Jeſum Chriſtum Catholicum Pa- 
tris Sacerdotem, a Sacrifice in his Temple, viz. Prayer and Praiſe in his Church 
through Feſus Chriſt the Catholick High Prieſt of his Father. Hence S. Cypri- P. 512. Ed. 
an, Quando in Sacrificiis precemcum pluribus facimus, which Rigaltius explains + gp i 
by the publict Prayers, which the Prieſt made for the People, and underſtands it iter 
wholly of the Sacrifices of Prayers. So that theſe ſolemn Thankſgivings to God 
in behalf of the Martyrs, and the Prayers which were made for others, are | 
thoſe Sacrifices which did belong to theſe anniverſary Solemnities, Oblationes Tertull. de Co. 
pro defunctis, pronatalitiis annua die facimus. Thoſe oblationes pro natalitiis, “. uu 
were nothing elſe but theſe ſolemn Euchariſtical Sacrifces in behalf of the 
Martyrs Sufferings, which were called their Natalitia. Now to apply this 
to S. Auſtin, among the Honours belonging to the Martyrs, he mentions the 
Sacrifice which was offered to God in Commemoration of thetn, and, What 
can this be other than on that anniverſary Solemnity Which Tertullian and 
Cyprian mention, that was duly kept on that Account? Now at this Sacri- 
fice, ſaith he, they are named in their Order, but not invocated. Which be- 
ing underſtood of the anniverſary Day, and of the Sacrifices of Prayers and 
Praiſes, nothing can be more expreſs againſt In vocation of Saints, than this 
place is. For, if ever they were ſolemnly i#Vocated, it certainly would be 
on the Day of the great Solemnity for them; and if then all Prayers and 
Praiſes were looked on as due only to God, as Sacrifices belonging to him, 
then it cannot but be a robbing God of his Honour, to offer up either Prayers 
or Prazſes to any but himſelf. But, becauſe it was the Cuſtom at thoſe 8o- 
lemnitieg, to have the Euchariſt adminiſtred, and that S. Auſtin afterwards 
menti ont this, I ſhall not exclude the Euchariſt here, yet that Sacrifice 
may ſtill comprehend all the Sapplications which were then uſed; and if 
the Saints were not invocated then, we have reaſon to conclude they were 
not ax all. For the Commemoration of the Martyrs was made after the 
Ite, miſſa eſt, and the Catechumens were departed ; ſo that there was no 
iuch occaſion for their Invocation at any other time, as then. So that 
if there were no Invocation of them at the Sacrifice, much leſs was there 
out of it; ſince all the So/emnities concerning the Martyrs were uſed in the 
time of Celebration. Thus we ſee, this Place of S. Auſtin is full and clear 
againſt Invocation of Saints, and we muſt now enquire into what he ſaitli 
elſewhere. Only we take notice here, that S. Auſtin not only appropriares 
Sacrifices as a thing peculiar to God, butTemples and Altars too. And that Sacr?- 


fice 
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fice which was then appropriated to God, was not a propitzatory Sacrifice, 
but Euchariſtical and * upplicatory ; and by Conſequence, it Sacrifice only be- 
longs to God, then all Thankſgiving and Invocation doth too. For both thote, 
we ice, were comprehended by the African Fathers under the notion of Sacrifice. 
9. 23. We proceed now to enquire, what S. Auſtin ſaith elſewhere ; Whether he 
doth any where elſe allow Invocation as due to *aints 2 For which we muſt 
conſider that S. Auſtin every where appropriates all Acts of Religion only to 


S. Auguſtin. God; for he expreſly ſaith, That we muſt only ask of God that good which we hope 


Enchirid. c. to do; that God alone muſt be ſerved by the Soul, becauſe be alone is the Creator 
De dee of it and that every glorified rational Creature, is only to be loved and imiia- 
anime,c. 34. fed; that we ought not to apply our Religion to yield Service to the dead; that 
— Relig. they muſt be honoured for Imitation, not worſhipped for Religinn. That Re- 
De Civit. Dei, Iigion is nothing elſe but the Worſhip of God, and therefore we ought not to con- 
. 1 ſecrate our ſelves to any thing elſe, by any Religious Rites. That thoſe who have 
a + &. 15. gone to Angels,inſtead of God, have fallen into many Illuſions, and deceitful fancies. 
7. c. 3. Now is it conceivable, that a Perſon conſtant to himſelf,ſhould ſooften, and 
— 27 - on ſuch good Grounds aſſert, that all As of Religion belong only to God,and 
Fpiſt. 63, yet withal aſcribe religious Iauocation as due either to Saints or Angels? Bur 
Confe. 7. 19. wwe muſt further conſider, that the Ground of S. Auſtin's diſtinguiſhing be- 
IN tween Alesia and oe, Was not to aſſert different degrees of religious W or ſhip 
but to make different kinds of Worſhip of thoſetwo; the one being properly 

religious Worſhip, the other only cultus dilectionis & ſocietatis, as he calls it, 

a Worſkip only of Love and Reſpect. So that we quarrel not with the Diſtincti- 

on it ſelf, but with your milapplying it. For S. Auſtin plainly makes the 

| Honour given to Saints departed, to be of the ſame nature 

Colimus ergo yrs ay _ r —— with that which is given them, while they live: All the dif- 
5 om: Dei.Cont.Fauſtum,1.20.c.21. ference is, ſaith he, we may render that Honour to them 
with the more Confidence, after they have overcome. But 

ſtill adds, That all religious Worſhip is proper only to God. The only Difficul- 

ty then is, What is to be underſtood by thoſe other Paſſages you produce 

out of him. And this we have gained alrcady, that they cannot be under- 

ſtood of any religious Worſhip, without an apparent Contradiction. Your 

Tad. 84 in firſt Citation is, That the Commemoration of Martyrs at the Holy Table, is not 
— 4p. that we ſhould pray for them, but rather that they ſhould pray for us. To the 
ſerm.17. (voc. fame Purpoſe the ſecond is, That it is an Injury to pray for a Martyr, to whoſe 
34. Prayers we our ſelves ought to be recommanded. The only Things which can 
be drawn from hence are, that the Martyrs do pray for the Church on Earth, 

and that we ought to recommend our ſelves to their Prayers: But what 

is this to an Invocation of them, when it doth not ſo much as imply a di- 

rect deſire of them to pray for us When this recommending our ſelves 

to the Prayers of the Martyrs, is probably underſtood of nothing elſe, bur 

a deſire that God would hear the Prayers which the Saints in Heaven do 

make on our Behalf, without any Addreſs to the Martyrs themſelves, that 

they would pray for us. Which ſeems very unreaſonable, withour good 

Aſſurance that they did hear or underſtand thoſe Requeſts of that Nature 

which are made to them. It is not therefore the ſaying that the Saints do 

pray for us, which makes it either /awfalor profitable for us to pray to them. 

For ſince they aſcribe that Honour as alone due to God, ſo ought we to do 

roo ; and I can hardly ſec how the very praying to Saints to pray for us, 

being performed with all the Rites of ſo/emn and religious Invocation, can 

be excuſed from attributing that Honour to the Creature which is due only to 

the Creator. And therefore I cannot but wonder at thoſe who would 


make this only of the ſame Nature, with our deſiring Fe/low-Chriſtians to 
pray 
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_ pray for us. For is there no difference between a Man's intreating a Cour- 

, tier to preſent his Petition to the Ning, and his falling down on His Kyees 

2 to him with all the ceremony due to the Ning himſelf; and then put it off, 

, with ſaying, that in all that, he only deſired him to ſue to his Majeſty in 

. his behalf? Although therefore we condemn not the ſolemn praying to 

e God, not only to hear the prayers of the Church Militant, but of that part of 

t it which is triumphant in behalf of the other in General; yet this falls far 

0 ſhort of ſolemn addreſſes in places of Divine worſhip, and in Sacred Offices to 

be the Saints, that they would pray for us. This is it, which as to that you 

r call virtual Invocation, you ſhould have proved out of S. Auſtin; and yet 

A even that falls much ſhort of that direct and formal Invocation which is both 

Fa uſed and allowed in the Charch of Rome. But you offer at a further proof 

2 of a direct Ora pro nobis in S. Auſtin, For ( ſay you) S. Auſtin doth profeſs pe Civir. dei, 
. it to be the General cuſtom of Chriſtians in their recommending themſelves to the l al. c. 27. 
e Saints, to ſay, Memor eſto noſtri; which ſurely no man will contend to ſignifie 

. leſs than ora pro nobis. I grant, it ſignifies as much where 8. Anſtin uſes 

d it; but if you had conſulted the place, you might eaſily have ſeen how whol- 

a ly impertinent it is to your purpoſe. For S. Auſtin ſpeaks not at all there 

c of Saints departed, but of them living; and that it was a common thing 

- among Chriſtiaxs to ſay to any of them Memor eſto mei, Remember me in 

p your prayers; which appears by the whole ſcope of that Chapter, wherehe 

4 {peaks of giving alms, and the effect of them on thoſe who received them 

, in making them mindful of them. It cannot be denyed, but ſome ofthem 

- did uſe ſuch expreſſions to thoſe who were near their Martyrdom ; but ſtill 

: this only ſhews the requeſting it of them, when they were ſure they heard 

- them; but it proves not any folemn Invocations of them when they were 

x dead. But if we ſhould grant, that there are expreſſions intimating a deſire 

; that Saints in Heaven ſhould pray for them, which is the utmoſt you can 

t make of the citation out of the Sermon on S. Stephen (which with the reſt 


de Saxitis is vehemently ſuſpected, and the other on Fob is counterfeit) yet 
there is a great deal of differente to be put between ſuch a calling upon Mar- 
urs (of whom only S. Auſtin ſpeaks) out of a deſire of r a ſo- 
lemn and direct praying to them in the moſt Sacred offices and publigk devo- 
3 tions, which is uſed and approved in your Charth. For whatever there might 
be of private devotion (not to call it ſaperſtition ) this way in S. Auſtiu's 
Eee, time, in deſiring the prayers of departed Saints whom they could have no 
| ground at all to believe they heard them; yet you can bring no evidence of 
| any «ſe of this in the pablick offices of the Church, much leſs of that direct 
| Invocation, which we moſt of all charge your Charch with. That then 
which began in meer hypotherical addreſſes, went ſomewhat further, when 
they beganto grow more confident that in ſomeextraordinary way or other 
the Saints heard them; but ſtill this kept it ſelf within the bounds of the 
cultas dilectionis & ſocietatis, that reſpec# whicharoſe from Love and Commu- 
nion; but it was a good while after before it obtained a place in the publick 
Offices, and yet longer, before it came to that height of Regions Invocati- 
on, which is more practiſed than pleaded for in the Cha of Rome. For 
although great endeavours be uſed to ſmooth over jtheſe groſs abuſes with 
| fair di indem, of relative and abſolute, direct and indirect morſbip; yet the 
| general practice is uncapable of being palliated by theſe narrow coverings, 
there being the moſt formal and direct Invocations. uſed to Saints for ſpiri- 
tual and temporal bleffings. Which being allowed of in common pra- 
ctice and the moſt ſacred Offices, can never be excuſed from as great Idola- 
try as the Heathens were guilty of, in the worſhip of their Inferiour nc 
| Ecee | | 
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I conclude this therefore with that of Spalatenſis, Religious Invocation of 
Saints is Heatheniſm ; and meer civil Invocation of them, though not ſo bad, 
is yet dangerous. And therefore Micelius juſtly faith, That the Invocation of 
Saints, is to be caſt out of the Church, becauſe it aſcribes God's honour and attr;. 
bates to his creatures, and derogates from the Office and Glory of Chriſt by makin; 
Saints, Mediators and Interceſſors. | E 

Which is that we now come to conſider. For, as his Lordſhip ſaith, Whey 
the Church prayed to God for any thing, ſhe deſired to be heard for the mercies aud 


| the merits of Chriſt, and not for the merits of any Saints whatſoever. Foy | 


P. 292. 


De Sauct. beg- 


much doubt, this were to make the Saints more then Mediators of Interceſſion, 
which is all that you will acknowledge you allow to the Saints. For, I pray, is nt 
by the merits more than by the Interceſſion ? Did not Chriſt redecm us by his merits 
And if God muſt hear our prayers for the merits of the Saints, how much fall t 
ſhort of ſharers in the mediation 75 Redemption ? Such prayers as theſe the Church 
of Rome makes at this day, and they ſtand (not without great ſcandal to Chriſ 
and Chriſtianity) uſed and authorized to be uſed in the Miſſal. To this 
you Anſwer in two things. 1. That ſuch Prayers as theſe, are uſed in Scri 
pture. 2. That they are no derogation to the Merits of Chriſt, For the firk 
you ſay, Solomon, Pſal. 132. prays to God to hear him, in effect for the me. 
rits of his Father David deceaſed, when he ſaith, Memento, Domine, David 
& omnis manſuetudinis ejus, Lord remember David and all his meekneſs, Cr. 
This (you ſay) cannot be underſtood of God's Covenant and Promiſe made ty 
David ( as Proteſtants wainly pretend) but of David's Piety and Virtue i) 
which he was acceptable to God. For which reaſon he adds again, For thy ſer. 
vant David's ſake turn not away the face of thine Anointed, The like was done 
by Daniel, Moſes, Hieremias and other Prophets praying unto God, and diſ. 
ring their petitions might be heard for Abraham, for Iſaac, for Iſrael's ſake, 
and for the ſake of other holy Men, who had lived before, and been in their 
times perſons acceptable to God. And for this you quote St. Auſtin and Chr. 


rirud. l. l. c.19. ſoſtome. So far you have very fairly rendred Bellarmin exactly in Engiſt. 


But We are yet to ſeek, Why all thoſe expreſſions in Scripture are not to be 
underſtood of the Covenant and Promiſe God made with thoſe Perſons who 
are mentioned by you. For it is conſiderable, that you inſtance in none 
but ſuch whom God had made an expreſs Covenant with, as with the Patri. 
archs, and with David. But fince you ſay, That this Anſwer hath not the 
leaſt ground from the Text, therein you out-do Bellarmin, and ſpeak that 
which the Text evidently contradicts you in. For Pſal. 132, 11. next 
aſter thoſe very words, For thy ſervant David's ſake ; it follows, The Lord 
hath ſmcrn in truth unto David; and, in the following verſe, the Covenant 
God made with David is mentioned. If thy Children will keep my Covenant and 
my Teſſimony that T ſhall teach them, their Children alſo ſhall ſit * thy throne 


for evermore. You had then much conſulted the Text when you fay, 


This expoſition had not the leaſt ground from it; for that ſpeaks expreſly of the 
Promiſe 2 Covenant which God made with David. And what — oy to 


the text, of Dayid's Piety and Virtue, we may more juſtly ſay, hath nut the 


leaſt ground from: For the word doth not ſignifie meekneſs but affition, 


and therefore Aqaz#la renders it as, Sywmachas nude, and ſome old 
C optes T&ATEHVWIEWS, all referring not to David's merits, but to his ſufferings. 


And it is not improbably conceived by ſome, that this Pſalm is not of So- - 


lomon's penning, but of David's, and that at the time when the Ark was to 
be 3 back from the Houſe of Obed Edom to Hieruſalem. And in all 
thoſe other places of Seripture mention'd, referring to Abraham, Iſaac and 
Jacob; the Scripture is very plain, that they are to be underftood of the 

_ CE 5, 85 Covenant 
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different thing from praying. that we may receive, Bleſſings 
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Covenant God made with them : As appears by the words of Moſes, 

Remember Abraham, Iſaac, and Iſrael thy Grin to 9 — thou Ps i Exod * 13 
thine own ſelf, &c. And God himſelf ſpeaks often of his remembring his Co. Exod. 6.s, 8. 
wenant which he made with Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob; and that is the ground Leit. 26. 42- 
why the Prophets afterwards plead the remembrance of thoſe Perſons, be- . 
cauſe the Covenant made with them was the foundation of allthoſe Bleſſingss 

which the Childern of Iſrael expected afterwards. The utmoſt that can be 


made of St. 8 8 Teſtimony is, That God may ſometimes ſhew favour to Aug. in Exod. 
a People that hat 


deſerved ill at his hands for the ſake gf ſuch af them : Jeff. 49. 
as he dd to che e of Iſrael for 12 ale al 22 — a har J. 
Chryſoftom faith, is, That God may ſhew mercy to wicked Men for the ſake of their cg eg. hon 
riehreous Anteſſors who are dead. But this is no more than he hath promiſed, 42.5 cm. 
That he will ſhew mercy to them that love him to the third and fourth . 27. in 
Generation. But there is a great deal of difference to be made between the 
expreſſions of God's ſounty and the Foundation of our /prayers; which ought 
to be only a promiſe of God. And in this Caſe we deny it not to be law. 
ſul, to pray that God would remember his Promiſe: but that is a quite 
| through the 
merits of the Saints in Heaven. So that it cannot be hence concluded, 
that *tis nounwarrantable thing to pray that God would hear us for the 
merits of the Saint. „ 

But this will be further explained now we come to ſee how you indi- 6. 25. 
cate this from being any derogation to the merits of Chriſt. We believe, ſay p. 293. 
1 and confeſe that Chriſt alone is dur Redeemer; and that he, and none n 


the juſt price of his moſt precious blood, hath paid our ranſome, and fully tis 
ed t 22 1 God 14 at ſins : all that ks, ire of bh we eit — we 

mention” their merits to God, or ſimply beg their Interceſſion with God for us, is 
only, that they would join with us in prayer to God, and that God would be pleaſed 
for their ſakes, whoſe works were ſo grateful to him, to beſtow an us the favoͤurs we 
ask, When things are ſo odious in the practice of them, that they cauſe 
all Perſons of any Ingenuity ama Tones to cry out upon them, then 
your Arts are, 'Tolet the ſame practices continue ſtill, bit to find out ſome 
plauſible pretext to colour them over with. As it is here in the buſirteſs of 
praying to Saints, and making them thereby to be Mediators between God 
and us; which implying ſo great diſhonour to the All- ſufficiency of the 


Merits and Interceſſion of Chriſt, you are fain to find out the faireſt excuſes 


you can make for it, although the practices ſtill, continue which overthrow 
all the diſtinctions you uſe. Thus it is plain, that direct and formal prayers 
in your Charch are made to Saints; but, you ſay, theſe are only to intreat 
them to pray for us: You pray expreſly (as his Lordſhip tells you) That P. 257. 
God by the merits and prayer of Saints would deliver you from the fe Hell; 
that you may obtain 2 glory of Eternity by their merits, and that God would 
abſolve you from your ſins by their. imerceeding merits : And yet for all this, 
you would have us believe, that you offer no derogation at all to the 
Merits and Interceſſion of Chriſt. . But is it not the great honour of Chriſt. 
that his Merits and Interceſſion alone are all- ſuſſicient to procure all ſpiritual 
bleſſings for us? And can any ſpiritual bleſſings be greater then deliverance 
from Hell; eternal Glory, and the forgiveneſs of Sins? And when you pray 
for all theſe through the Merits of the Saints, how can you poſſibly- more 
diſparage the all-ſufficiency of the Merits of Chriſt ? For, if thoſe be ſuffici- 
ent what need any more? Will God grant that for the Merits of the Saints, 
which he would not do for the Interceſſion of Chriſt ? Or, do we want the 
Merits of the Saints to apply the Merits of Chriſt ? but {till 9 
* 5 bo 
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of weakneſs and deſect muſt be implyed in them, if ſome further additi. 
onal Merits be wanting for the application of the former. If a Prince 
ſhould declare to ſome of his Fathers Subjects, that he would ſatisfie his 
Futher's diſpleaſure, and intercede for them that they ſhould have an abſo. 
lute pardon ; Would it not argue a diſtruſt of the Prince's Intereſt to ſolli. 
cite ſome Inferionr Attendants to intreat the King to pardon them for their 
ſakes? And itis here a plain caſe, whatever you pretend, that you do not 
only pray that the Saints would joyn in prayer to God with you, but you run 
to them for help and aſſiſtance, in order to the obtaining the greateſt ſpiritual 
bleſſings from God. For ſo the Council of Trent expreſly defines, That it 
is not only good and profitable to Invocate the Saints, but ob beneficia impetrandi 
a Deo per Chri ſtum ad eorum orationes, opem auxiliumque confugere; for the 
obtaining of bleſſings from God through Chriſt, we ** to fly to their prayers, 
help and aſſiſtance. If nothing elſe were meant, but only that the Saint; 
ſhould pray for us, What means help and aſſiſtance mentioned as diſtin 
from their prayers? And the Roman Catechiſm more fully delivers it 
(which was publiſhed by order of the Council of Trent) viz. That Saints 


are not only to be Invocated, becauſe of their prayers to God, but becauſe Got 


beſtows many bleſſings on us, eorum merito & gratid, by their merits and fa. 
vorr ; and after adds, Rogati & peccatorum veniam impetrabunt, & concilis- 
bunt nobis dei gratiam ; Being asked, they will obtain the pardon of ſin, and 
procure for as the favour of God, And, What can be more faid concerning 
Chriſt himfelf ? Although therefore you fay never ſo much, That your pry 
ers are made to the Saints through the merits of Chriſt, and that you conclude 
all your prayers, per chriſtum Dominum noſtrum; yet all this cannot clear you 
from fuffering the greateſt diſhonour to the merits and interceſſion of Chrif, 
ſince it is plain you rely on the Saints merits, in order to the obtaining the 
Bleſſings you pray for. Bat, fay you, If the Saints being rewarded in Heaven 
for their merits, be not injurious to the fulneſs Hl Chriſts merits, Why ſhould 
their being heard by vertue of thoſe merits, when they pray to God for us through 
Chriſt, or our deſgre that they may be heard for them, be thought injurious ta 
Chriſ”s merits? To which I anſwer, thoſe merits which you ſuppoſe in 
Saints, when they are rewarded in Heaven, have either an equal proporti- 
on with the reward they receive, or not? If not, then they ceaſe to be me- 
Tits, and the givin 8 the reward, (ng an act of Juſtice, the Promiſe ſup- 
poſed) yet in itſelf is holy an act of Grace and Favour; if they have, 
then the full recompence is received by that reward, and nothing further 
can be obtained for others on their account. But in the ſenſe it is to be ſuſ- 
pected you take merits in, we as well aſſert, that the proportioning the 
reward in Heaven to the merits of Saints, is injurious to the fulneſs of Chriſt's 
merits, as their obtaining mercies for others by reaſon of them. Only 
this latter adds to the diſhonour, in that there is not only ſuppoſed a propor- 
tion between Heaven and them; but, as though that were not enough, a 
further efficacy is attributed. to them, for obtaining mercies for others too. 
His Lordſhip therefore does not go about to pervert the ſenſe of the prayers 
uſed in your Miſſal ; but the plain words and ſenſe of them evidently 
ſhew, how contrary they are to Chriſtian Doctrine and Piety. Bellar- 
»in's ſaying, that the Saints may in ſome ſenſe be called our Redeemers, 
cannot be vindicated by that ſaying of S. Paul, That he became all Things 
to all men, that he might ſave ſome ; becauſe ſalvation reſpects the ect of 
Chriſt's death, the promotion of which may in ſome ſenſe be attributed to 


the 3 of it, ſuch as S. Paul was here on Earth; but Redemption 


reſpects the merits by which that effect was obtained, and fo belongs 


wholly 
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wholly to Chriſt, and cannot be attributed to any Saints, either in Earth 1 
or Heaven. When you can prove that any ſubordinate Inſtruments of 

God's Power are called Numina, you may then excuſe Bellarmin for calling 

the Saints ſo; but that is fo incongruous a ſenſe ofthe word, that it needs 

no confutation. þ 8 5 0 | 

We are now come to the laſt Error, which his Lordſhip here charges 6. 26. 

your pretended General Councils with, which is, concerning Adoration of 

Images. Of which, his Lordſhip ſays, That the Ancient Church knew it not, P. 277. 
And the Modern Church of Rome is toolike to; Paganiſm, in the practice of it; 

and driuen to ſcarce intelligible ſabtilties in her ants writings that defend 

it. And this, without any care had of millions of ſouls, unable to underſtand 

her ſubtilties, or ſhun her practice. Here you ſay, The Biſbop is very bitter; 

but no more then the nature of the thing required. All the Anſwer you 

return to this, lyes in theſe things. 1. That the Churchof Rome teaches no- 
thing concerning the Worſhip of Images, but what the ſecond Council of Nice did P. 294. 
nine hundred years ago; which is, hes they muſt be had in Veneration, and due 
Reverence, but not have Divine Worſhip given tothem. 2. That Images were 

in common Uſe and Veneration too, among Chriſtians in the Ancient Church. 

3. That what abuſes are crept in, are not to be imputed to the Church, but to par- 

ticular perſons. This is the ſubſtanceof what you ſay tothe end of the Chap- 
ter; as to which a brief Anſwer will ſuffice, becauſe I defign not a full 
handling the Queſtion of the worſbip of Images. If that which you ſay in 

the fir ſt place, be true, it doth the more prove that which his Lordſhip in- 

tends, viz. that not one barely, but to of thoſe you own to be General Coun- 

cils, have erred in this particular. If either dae Councils, or you, had in- 
tended to have dealt fairly and honeſtly with the World, they and you 

ſhould have declared, what that Veneration and Reverence is, Which is due 
to Images; What difference you put between that, and the Worſbip due to 

God; and, Whether the ſame pretences and excuſes would not as well 

have juſtified the Pagan Tdolatries ? For this was it which his Lordſhip 
charged you with, that you came too near Pagaziſm in your practice. But 

as to this you Anſwer nothing, but that if you do, ſo $d the Council of 
Nice too: But, Is that a ſufficient excuſe for you? It is well enough known, 
What kind of Council that was; How much it was oppoſed by the Syzod of 
Frankford, How many perſons both in the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches, 
declared themſelves againſt the Doctrine of it? But, What a pitiful plea is 
it for you to ſay, That the Council of Trent had ſilenced all calumnies fay- 
ing, That you attribute no Divinity to the Images, but only worſhip them with 
ſuch honour and reverence as is due to them? Would not any conſiderate Hea- 
thens have ſaid as much as this is? But, the Queſtion is, Whether that 
Veneration of them which is uſed by you towards Images, be due to them, 
or no? This you ſhould have undertaken, and ſet the diſtinct limits 
between the worſhip due to God, and that which is given to theſe, You- 
ſhould have proved, that this is no prohibited way of worſþip ; for, if it be, 
it can in no ſenſe be due to them. For, ſince God may determine the 
modes of his own worſbip, what he hath forbidden in his ſervice becomes 
unlawful; and, ſo long as that command continues in force, all acts of 
worſbip contrary to it, are a poſitive kind of Idolatry. For, as there is a kind 
of Natural Idolatry lying in the worſhip of falſe Gods inſtead of the true; fo 
there is that which may be called Poſitive Idolatry, which is a worſhipping 
God in a way or manner which he hath forbidden. From whence the 
Iſaelites in the Golden Calf, and the Ien Tribes in the worſhip of the Calves 
95 at Dan and Bethel, are charged with Idolatry, although they acknowledged 
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the true God, and deſigned that for a Relative worſhip to him. If it were 
ſo then, you ſhould have ſhewed us, How it comes to be otherwiſe now, 
Where it was, God.repealed the ſecond Commanament ? or, What there 
- was init typical and ceremonial, that it muſt ceaſe to oblige at Chri//; 
#ming? Or, What Reaſons it was built on, which were only proper to 
the Jews, and) e Chriſtians too? and, Why Relative 
Worſhip, and the helps for memory, and devotion would not as well have 
juſtified the uſe and worſhip of Images, before Chriſt as after? And why 
the ſame reaſons from the danger of Idalatm; low conceptions of God (and 
what other reaſons you wilt give of that prohibition then) may not hold 
as well ſtill ? Theſe,” and many other things, if you would have» vindica- 
ted the practice of your Church, you ought to have inſiſted. But ſince you 
omit them wholly, and think to put us off with repeating the Deere of 
the Council of Trent, you only ſhew the weakneſs of your Cauſe, and 
of thoſe unintelligible ſubtilties which are uſed to defend it. 
To what his Lon ſaith, That, in Optarus his time, the Chriſtian; 
were much troubled upon but a falſe report, that an Image was tobe placed u 
the Altar; What would they have done, if Adoration had been commanded ? 
You anſwer, That it was either ſome Idol, or common Image of a Man, or of 
the Emperor, of the Governor of the Province, or ſomething or other, but 
you cannot tell what. But if it had been any of all theſe, how eaſie had 
it been for them to have vindicated themſelves by ſaying, That if it had 
been the Image of Chriſt, or ſome Saint, they would then have worſhipped 
it, but they could not otherwiſe ? But we ſee, it was not becauſe it was 
ſuch or ſuch an Image, that the diſpleaſure was taken, but that it-was ay 
at all; and this was then juſtly looked on as a ſtrange thing, being fo con- 
trary to the praCtice of the C 1 Church, from Chriſt's time till that. 
This you deny, and ſay, That the Images of Chriſt and the Saints were in com- 
mon uſe and veneration too, among ſt Chriſtians in the Ancient Chuych. How 
is ĩt poſſible to deal with you, that dare with ſo much confidence obtrude 
ſuch notorious falſities upon the world? There being ſcarce any thing ima. 
ginable, in whichthere are more expreſs Teſtimonies for ſo many Ages to- 
gether than againſt the uſe or veneration of Images in the Ancient Church, 
With what ſcorn and contempt do the Primitive Chriſtians reject the uſe 
of Images, and that not in regard of an ahſolute, hut a relative "Worſhip? 
If you had read the diſcourſesofthe Chriſtiaus in the Primitive times, ſuchas 
Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen againſt Celſus, Tertullian, Minutius Felix, Arnoli. 
us, Laitantius, Athanaſius, Euſebius, S. Auguſtin where they diſpute againſt 
the Heathens, not meerly ſor worſhipping Idols, but for any worſhip of 


Imnges, though meerly as they are ſigus or ſymbols of the proper objeits of C/ 
4 80 oy not poſbl je fs uttered ſo groſs lo that 4 
foregoing, unleſs you were reſolved to offer violence to your Conſcience in 5 
it. If you think the Council of Trent brings off all this by ſaying, Men muſt 0 
not believe there is any Divinity in Images, and that it was the worſhip which | 
aroſe from ſuch an apprehenſion which the Fathers diſputed againſt; Iaſ- 5 
ſure you, you are greatly deceived. For there is no ſuch difference be- I 


. tween the Heathens apprehenſions, and yours, as to the worſhip of Images f 

* Cel. as you imagine. Who is ſuch à fool, ſaith Celſus, to think that theſe are Gods, 
i116, and not the bare Images of them? Jou are greatly miſtaken * (faith the Heathen 
in Arnobius) if you think that we worſhip the Images for gods; no, we worſbip 
the gods by and through them; and therefore ſaith, "That the Ancients were q 
not ignorant that the Images had neither ſenſe nor divinity in them, but only 
that the rude and ignorant People wanted ſuch things to put them in mind of the 


gods. 
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gods, What is there more than this, that you have to plead for the Uſe of 


them? Non ipſa timemus ſimulachra (ſay the Heathens in Lactantius) ſed eos 
ad quorum imaginem ficta, & quorum nominibus conſecrata ſunt ; We wmorſpip 
not the Images, bat them to whom or are conſecrated ; which in your lan- 
guage is, They give them not an abſolute, but a relative Worſhip. Nec ſi- 
mulachrum nec Dzmonium colo, ſed per effigiem corporalem ejus rei 
ſignum intucor, quam ſolere debeo, faith the Heathen in S. Auguſtin; I 
neither worſhip the Image, nor the Demon in it, but only by that viſible repre- 
entation, I am put in mind of that which T ought to wor ip, If you fay, 157 
was not the common ſenſe of them, but only ſome more ſubtile Men aſſerted this, 
becauſe they could not defend their groſs Idolatries otherwiſe, the very fame is 
moſt true of yourſelves; your diſtinctions are ſuch which the People are 
not capable of in the worſhip they give; and they only ſerve to anſwer thoſe 
who diſlike ſo palpable an imitation of Heatheniſm, as is in the worſhip of 
Images. And it will be hard to find that any Heathens had any higher 
thoughts of their Images, or uſed greater acts of Worſhip towards them, 
than the People of your Church do. For, Are not miraculous operations 
among you aſcribed to Images of Saints? And what greater Teſtimony of 
Divinity can be ſuppoſed in them ? Do not they fall down in the moſt 
devout manner to them, and make the moſt formal addreſſes before them? 
and that not meerly with a reſpe& to what is repreſented, ' but with a 
worſhip belonging to the Images themſelves ? And, What more than this 
did ever the Heathens do? So that thoſe Fathers who ſo much condemned 
that uſe and veneration of Images which was among the Heathens, muſt 


needs be underſtood to condemn as much that in your Church too. And ruſs. hip. 77. 


thence Exſebias aſcribes the ſetting up the Statue at Paneas to a Heathen * 18. 
cuſtom; thence Epiphanius rent the vail at Anablatha, wherein the Image of * 1 
Chriſt, or ſome Saint, was drawn; thence the Council of Elvira in Spain, for- Concil. Eliber. 
bids the placing pictures in Churches, leſt that which is worſhipped or adored, u, . 
ſhould be painted on Walls ; thence S. Auguſtin condemns the worſhippers of rib. Kal 
Pictures; thence the ven = Painting was condemned in the Ancient Church, = cb. e 34- 
as appears by Clemens Alexandrius, and Tertullian; and after all this, Is it 2 * 
poſſible to believe what you ſay, viz. That Images were in common uſe and Tertull. ad 
veneration too in the Ancient Church? But ſurely we ſhall have ſome evident . "7 
proof for ſo bold an aſſertion: It were well if there were any thing look- 

ed like it, For all that you produce, is only, That iz Tertullian's time, the P. 296. 
Chriſtians were abuſed with the nick-name of Crucis Religioſi; and that in 
Chryſoſtom's time, the Croſs made a glorious ſhew upon the Altar, And, 

Are not theſe invincible proofs for the veneration of Images in the Ancient | 
Church? But, why do you not as well ſay, The Chriſtians worſhipped an all. el 
Aſſe's Head, the Sun, and Ononychites; for all theſe are in the ſame Chap- . 
ter, and equally reckon'd among the falſe Accuſations of the Chriſtians. 

But it ſeems you had rather believe the Heathens objection, than the 
Chriſtians denial, whoſe Anſwer we find expreſs to the contrary in Minuti- 

as Felix, Cruces nec colimus, nec optamus, we neither wiſh for, nor worſhip Croſſes; Minut Fel. 
and Tertullian, in anſwer to the former cavil faith, Quod colimus nos, Deus 33. 
unus eſt ; That which we worſhip is only God. They were then ſtrangers to 

any ſuch diſtinctions of worſhip as you have invented to anſwer ſuch places 
with, viz. that they did not worſhip them abſolutely, but relatively, 
And for all that I can perceive, by the ſame diſtinctions you may prove 

that the Chriſtians did worſhip Demons and Heroes ; for, although they 
deny it never ſo much, I may as well fay, they meant only by it, that 
they did not worſhip them with the Worſhip proper only to God, but 
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with an inſeriour and relative Worſhip, as you ſay as much concerning 
Images; by which art you may evade all demyals whatſoever. For your 
place of S. Chryſotom, the moſt that Bellarmin makes of it, is, That in his 
time the Croſs was wont to be painted in all places, in Cities, Houſes, Chambers, 
Veſſels, not a word in him of Altars, which he would not have left out, 
had he found any ſuch thing in him, but you intended to take care we 
ſhould not ſearch too far, by not referring us tothe Edition of S. Chryſoſtom, 
which you, or your Author made uſe of. But, What is all this to the ve- 
neration of thee Croſs, if we grant that it did make a rr ſhew on the 
Altar? Could it not make a glorious ſhew, unleſs they all fell down and 
worſhipped it? And, Can you think now, that theſe teſtimonies are ſuf. 
ficient againſt the whole train of Antiquity, to perſwade Men that the 
weneration of mes was uſed in the Ancient Church? But you are Men 
who can believe what you have a mind to; any word, claufe, or imperti- 
nent allegation, that doth but ſeem afar off, to caſt an eye towards you, 
is preſently the conſent of all Antiquity, when the moſt pregnant teſtimonies 
of the beſt Writers of the Church againſt you, are piſh'd at, and ſcorned, 
or elſe eluded with moſt frivolous interpretations, or laſtly ſuſpected with- 
out any ſhadow of reaſon. As the Epiſtle of Epiphanius, and the Canon of 
the Eliberimt Council have been in this preſent Controverſie. When you 
ſhall produce your other teſtimonies, an anſwer ſhall attend them; bur 
you mult not think the ſtory ofthe Statae at Paneas, which Euſebins at- 
tributes to a Heatheniſh Cuſtom ( beſides the many improbabilities in it) 
will ever perſwade us, that the Chyiſtians did then worſhip Images. But 
it would now take up too much time to examine that particularly, with 
others of a like nature. What I have faid already, being ſufficient to 
give an account of the Senſe of the Primitive Church, as to this Subject, 
which is our preſent buſineſs. 

We paſs by the reſemblance between the Feaffs at the Oratories of May. 
tyrs, and the Heathen Parentalia, becauſe you ſay now it ſeems wholly extirpated. 


And I would not charge you with more faults than you are guilty of, 


ſince you have enough without it. An evidence of which, is your dif- 
carding all Perſons from your Communion, who are not ſuch Bigots, as 
to approve all the abuſes and corruptions among you; Which ſufficient! 

appears by your cenſure of Caſſandar; Who (you ay) ſeemed to many to hab 
between God and Baal; and, although he was not actually excommunicate, yet you 
would have us believe he was meritorionfly ſo, becauſe he favoured Hereſie ſo much. 
By which we ſee, that we mult not judge all of the Roman Communion, 
who profeſs themſelves to be of it; for ſo Caſſander did to his death. 
But, whoever offer to find the leaſt fault with the Practices or Doctrine 
of your Church, let them pretend never ſo much to be of it, yet they may 
be excommuntcate, ſententi4 juris; and fo not only Caſſander but Eraſnus 
Eſpenceus, Ferus, Barns, Picherellu, and all other perſons of reaſon and 
ingenuity among you, ought not to be looked on as perſons of your Com- 
munion, whatever their pretences be. It ſeems your Church bears none 
but Hectors, aud in a ſhort time none ſhall be accounted Papiſs, but. 


Jeſuits : but it is hard to determine, Whether this diſcovers more the 


corruption, or tyranny of your Church; which loves her degeneracy fo much, 

that ſhe proſcribes all who dare in the leaſt to tell her of her fuults. But, 

How can ſhe be found fault with, that take ſuch excellent care to prevent all 

abuſes, as appears by the caution of the Council of Trent, in the preſent C aſe of 

your worſhip of Images? For, ſay you, As to any matter of abuſe in this kind, 

crept in among ſt the ignorant, we have already ſþewn, how careful the C 27 i 9 
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Trent was to prevent and provide againſt all inconveniencies that could reaſonably 

be foreſeen or feared. So it ſeems, — the admirable Caution uſed by the 

Council to prevent giving andue Worſhip to Images, by telling Men, They 

muſt only give that which was due; when all the Queſtion was, What was 

due? and, What not? So it ſeems, by the care uſed to inſtruct the Peo- 

ple concerning the Nature of Divine Worſbip, and the Danger of 1dolatyy. 

So it ſeems, by the leaving out the ſecond Commandment in the offices of fre- 

quent «ſe, leaſt the Peoples Conſciences ſhould check them, for doing that 

which God had ſeverely prohibited. So it ſeems, by the anintelligible ſub- 

tilties concerning the nature of that Worſhip which is to be given to the 

Image ; when yet a miſtake there, makes the Perſon who gives it, guilty 

of Idolatry. So it ſeems, by the continuance of the moſt groſs absſes in 

this nature ſtill in your Church, in this matter of Images. Of which 

ſuch things are related by Eye-witneſſes, that the moſt groſs Heathen 
Idolatries were not more unreaſonable, abſurd, and ridiculous, than the 

are. And if People continue ignorant, and fottiſh enough, all is well; 

but if with Caſſander, they charge you with any Corruptions, then the 

ſtand meritoriouſly excommunicate : and it is well if they eſcape fo; for, al- 

though Caſſandar did, Father Barys did not. But, plead as long as you 

will br the care your Church hath taken to prevent all Abuſes in the wor- 

ſhip of Images ; as long as the Worſhip of Images continues, it is impoſſible 

to prevent the abuſes in it: ſince that is a great abuſe itſelf, and gives oc- 

cafjon to all others. For, the Vindication of your Doctrine depends on 

ſuch Mataphyſical Niceties, which the Minds of People are uncapable of; 

and, however they may ſerve you in diſputation, are impoſhble to be 
reconciled with er of your Church, and the Apprehenſions of thoſe 

who yield the worſhip you allow to Images. And therefore it is no wonder 

at all what Llamas relates of the Spaniſh People, that they were ſo beſotted on P. 298. 
their old worm-eaten Images, that when they were to have new ones in their rooms, 
they begg d with tears to have their old ones ſtill. But, although you grant 
theſe People guilty of Indiſcretion, yet by no means of Idolatry, becauſe they did 
not call them their gods. If you think none were Idolaters, but ſuch as did 
believe their Images to be Gods; I doubt you may find the number of 
Atheiſts as great as that of Idolaters in the World. But if we may gueſs 
at Peoples apprehenſions by their Actions, theſe ſeemed as much to believe 
them to be Gods, as any Heathens you can inſtance in. Your vindication 
of Llamas from ſaying, That the Images of Chriſt, and the Saints, as they re- 
preſent their exemplars, have Deity or Divinity in them; as it is undertaken 
ſomewhat fearfully, * (you ſay) you hope to clear his meaning, whatever 
his words ſeem to import; {0 at laſt it ſtands on the ſandy Foundation of re- 
lative and abſolute Worſhip, which being taken away, that and your Images 
fall together. I conclude this Subject with his Lordſhip's wiſh ; That men 
of Learning would not ſtrain their Wits to job the Truth, and rent the Peace of P. 259. 
the Charch of Chriſt, by ſuch dangerous, ſuch ſuperſtitious Vanities. For better 

they are not, but they may be worſe : And I fear are ſo. 
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Of the poſſibility of Salvation in the Roman Church. 


Proteſtants Conceſſions ought not to be any ground to prefer the Communion of 
the Churchof Rome. How far thoſe Conceſſions extend. The wncharitable. 
ueſs of Romaniſts, if they yield not the ſame to us. The weakneſs of the Ar. 
gunents to prove the Roman Church the ſafer way to Salvation on Proteſtant 
Principles. Ihe dangerous Doctrines of Romaniſts about the eaſineſs of Salva. 
tion, by the Sacrament of Penance. The Caſe paralleld between the Dona 
tiſts and Romaniſts, in denying Salvation to all but themſelves ; and the ad. 
vantages equal from their Adverſaries Conceſſions. The advantage of the 
Proteſtants, if that be the ſafeſt way which both. Parties are agreed in, mani. 
feſted and vindicated in ſeveral particulars. The qr 4: itſelf at large 

ewed to be a meer contigent Propoſition, and ſuch as may lead to Hereſie and 
Infidelity. The Caſe of the Leaders in the Roman Church, and others, diſtin. 
guiſbed. The Errors and Superſtitions of the Roman Church, make its com. 
munion very dangerous in order to Salvation. 


43 He main thing wflich now remains to be diſcuſſed, is, Whether the 
Communion of your Church, or ours, be rather to be choſen, in 
order to Salvation. For that being the great End of our Faith, the tenden. 
cy to the promotion of that, ought to be the Rule, by which we ſhould 
embrace or continue in the Society of any Church. And, ſince the regard 
Men ought to have of their Eternal weltare, doth oblige them to make 
choice of the beſt means in order to t, the bare remote Poſſibility of Sal- 
vation in any Church, ought to have no force or conſideration at all in the 
determining their choice in a matter of ſo great Importance. As, ſup- 
ſing a Pilot at Sea, whoſe only deſire is to bring his Ship ſaſe into his 
deſired Port, ſhould be told, That there are two Paſſages homewards : 
the one free and open, in which there is no danger; the other amid 
many Rocks and Shelves, in which yet there is a Poſſibility of eſcaping: 
| Would not he be accounted a very weak Man, that ſhould chuſe this lat- 
| ter way, meerly becaule it is poſſible he may eſcape; and negle& the 


| other, in which there is no danger of miſcarrying? So it is here in our 
preſent Caſe, the Proteſtants confeſs there is a poſſibility for ſome to eſcape 
| inthe Communion of the Roman Church; but it is as Men may. eſcape 


with their lives in a ſbipwreck-; but they undertake to make it evident, 
there can be no danger, if they obſerve the Principles of Proteſtant Religi- 
on : Would it not be madneſs in any then to negle& this, and make 
Choice of the other, meerly becauſe Proteſtants agree with you, that there 
is 2 poſſibility of Salvation for ſome in the Roman Church? Yet this is the 
great Argument you make uſe of, whereby to Praſelyte ſuch Perſons, who 
want Judgment enough to diſcern the weakneſs and ſophiſtry of it. That 
therefore we are now to enquire into, is, Whether your Communion, or 
ours, be more eligible upon Principles of Reaſon and Prudence, in order 
to Salvation? And two things are inſiſted on in behalf of your Church; 
— That Proteſtants grant the poſſibility of Salvation in your Church, but you 
deny it in ours, and therefore yours is the ſafer way. Secondly, I hat 
the Faith of Proteſtants doth not ſtand upon thoſe ſure grounds which your Faith 

doth. | 
As 
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As to the firſt, there are two Things to be conſidered. - 1. How far we 
grant 4 poſſibility of Salvation to thoſe in your Church. 2. What can beinferr'd 
from that Conceſſion in the choice of Religion. The occaſion of entring upon 
this Debate was the Lady's Query, Whether ſhe "might be ſaved in the Roman 
Faith, to which his Lordſhip anſwers in General, that the Ignorant that 
could not diſcern the Errors of that Church, ſo they held the Foundation, and con- 
formed themſelves to a religious Life, might be ſaved; aud more particularly to 
the Lady, that it muſt needs go harder with her, even in Point of Salvation, be- 
cauſe ſbe had been brought to underſtand very much for one of her condition, in 
theſe Controverted Cauſes of Religion. And a Perſon that comes to know much, 
had need carefully bethink himſelf, that he oppoſe not known Truth againſt the 
Church that made him a Chriſtian; for Salvation may be in the Church A Rome, 
and they not find it that make ſureſt of it. And after, he explains himſelf more 
fully, That might be ſaved, grants but 4 poſſi ʒ uo ſure or ſafe way to Salvati- 
on; the poſſibility, I think, ſaith he, cannot be denyed to the, Jenorarts, eſpeciall 
becauſe they hold the Foundation, and cannot ſurvey the Building. And the 
Foundation can deceive no Man that reſts upon it. But a ſecure way s: Gow 
go, that hold with ſuch Corruptions when they know them. Now, whether it be 
Wiſdom, in ſuch a Point as Salvation is, toforſake a Church inwhich the ground 
of Salvation is firm, to follow a Church in which it is but poſſible one may be ſaved, 

ut very probable he may do worſe, if he look not well to the Foundation ; judge 
je. So that ſtill his Lordſhip aſſerts the Proteſtants way to be the only 2 


wa to Salvation; and that in the Church of Rome there is only a limited 
paſſibi 


lity of it, which is ſuch, that he ſays, A. C. or his Fellows can take lit- 

tle comfort in. For as he after declares himſelf, Many Proteſtants indeed con- 
feſs, there is Salvation poſſible to be attained in the Roman Church ; bat yet they 
ſay, withal, that the Errors of that Church are ſo many, (and ſome ſo great, as 
weaken the Foundation) that it is ven hard to go that way to Heaven, eſpecially 
to them that have had the Truth manifeſted; and a little after, Bat we 25 not 
ſo learned Chriſt, as either to return evil for evil in this heady courſe, or to deny 
Salvation to ſome ignorant filly Souls, whoſe humble peaceable obedience makes 
them ſafe among any part of Men that profeſs the Foundation Chriſt, And in another 
place, Ido indeed for my part (leaving other Men free to their own JTudgment)acknow- 
age a poſſibility of Salvation in the Roman Church. But ſo, as that which Igrant to 
Romaniſts, is not as they are Romaniſts, but as they are Chriſtians, that is, as they 


| believe the Creed, and hold the Foundation Chriſt himſelf, not as they aſſociate them= 


ſelves wittingly and knowingly to the groſs Superſtitions of the Roman Church. 
And I am willing to hope there are many among them, mhich keep within that Church, 
and yet 7 the Superſtitions aboliſhed which they know, and which pray to God to 
forgive their Errors in what they know not, and which hold the Foundation firm, and. 
live accordingly, and which would have all things amended that are amiſs, were it 
in their power. And to ſuch I dare not deny a poſſibility of Salvation, for that which 
i Chriſt's in them, though they hazard themſelves extreamly by keeping ſo cloſe 


to that which is Superſtition, and in the Caſe of Images comes too near Idolatry. 


b. 280. 


P. 282. 


. 285. 


The ſubſtance then of what his Lordſhip ſaith, * That the Proteſtant way . 


is a fafe and ſecure way to Salvation; that in the Roman Church there is ex- 


tream hazard made of it, which all who love their Souls ought to avoid; 
but yet for ſuch, who by reaſon of ignorance ſee not the danger, and by , 
reaſon of honeſty keep cloſe to Chriſt the Foundation, and repent of all 


miſcarriages known or unknown, he dares not deny a poſſibility of Salva- 
tion for them. But he is far from aſſerting it of thoſe, who either know 
the Corruptions of that Church and yet continue in them, or ſuch who 


"Ffffa * | wilfully 


ä 
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wilfully neglect the means whereby they may be convinced of them. 85 
den eber miſtake „ Lordſhip's meaning * 
you would inferr from theſe Paſſages, That he aſſerts a poſſibility of being 
ſaved to thoſe who joyn with the Roman Church, though their Jenorance þ, 
not invincible, and though all or the chief motives which the Proteſtants brin 
againſt you be never fo ſufficiently propoſed to them. For he ftill ſpeaks either 
of ſuch, whoſe meer 7gxorance doth excuſe them where the Fundumental: 
are held, and a Life led according to them, or elſe of ſuch who condemn 
our Superſtitions as far as they are diſcovered to them, and ſincerely de. 
fire to find impartially the way that leads to Heaven; Of ſuch as theſe he 
dares not deny a poſſibility of Mt ont RT | | 
And you are the moſt uncharitablePerſons in the World, if you dare 
aſſert the contrary of Proteſtants. You expreſly grant 4 poſſibility of Sal. 
vation to thoſe wha joyn with the Proteſtant Church, in Caſe of invincible ig nb. 
rance; and dare you deny it where there is a Preparation of Mind to fing 
out and embrace the molt certain way to Heaven, where all endeavours 
are uſed to that end, and where there is a conſcientious Obedience to the 
Will of God, ſo far as it is diſcovered ? If you dare Peremptorily deny a py: 
ſibility of Salvation to ſuch Perſons, meerly becauſe not of the Roman 
Church, this prodigious uncharitableneſs would make us queſtion the py: 
ſibility of your Salvation more, while you perſiſt in it. For, what is there 
more contrary to the deſign and Spirit of the Goſpel! than this is? From 
whence muſt we gather the terms of Salvation, but only from thence? 
But it feems by you, although Men give never fo hearty an aſſent to the 


Doctrine of the Goſpel, and live in the moſt univerfal obedience to it, and 


abound in the Fraits of the Spirit of God, of which Charity is none of the 
leaſt; yet if they be not in the Communion of your Church, there is ny 
hopes of Salvation, for them. But, Who is it the mean while that hath 
the diſpoſal of this Salvation? Is it in your hands or Chris? If it be in 
His, we dare rely on His Promiſe, although you 123 to know His 
mind better than He did himſelf. For, notw¾ithſtanding a ſincere en- 
deavour to know and obey the Will of Gvd, be the great Fundamental in 
order to Salvation, which 1s delivered us by the Doctrine of Chriſt; yet 
it ſeems by you, there may be this, where there may be not ſo. much as 
poſſibility of Salvation. By which aſfertion of yours, you are fo far from 
working upon any, but very weak Perſons, to bring them over to your 
Church, that nothing can more effectually prejudice it among all ſuch who 
dare believe Chriſt to be more Infallible than the Church of Rome. For 
what is this elſe, but to make Heaven and Eternal Salvation. ſtalk to the 
iutereſt of your Church, and to lay more weight upon being in your com- 
munion, than upon the moſt indiſpenſible Precepts of N ee But 
when we conſider how many among you diſpute for the bility of the 
Salvation of Heathens, and yet deny it to thoſe who own all the Fundamer- 
tals of Chriſtianity ; when we ſee how much you lay the weight of Salvati- 


on upon being in your Church, and what ways you have for thoſe who 


are in it to reconcile the hopes of Salvation with the Practice of Sin, What 
can we otherwiſe imagine, but it. is the Intereſt of your Church that you 
more Aim at, than the Salvation of Men's Souls? For you have ſo many 
ways to give indalgence in Sin to thoſe who defire-it, and Jt ſuch ready 
ways of Pardon,. and ſuch an eaſie task of Repertance, and ſo little trouble- 
ſome means of obtaining grace by the. Sacraments, ex opere operato, that it 
is hard conceiving what way a Man ſhould ſooner take, who would live 
in his Sins and come to Heaven at laſt, than to be of your Church. as 


Chap. IV. in the Roman Churth. 


yet you who are ſo /oft and gentle, fo tind and indulgem io the Sant of your 
Church, are not more ready to ſend thoſe who are out of it to the ſ in this 
World, than to Eternal Flames in another. But we have yot fo Leareu Chin, 
we dare not deal ſo inhumanely with them in this World, much leſs judge 
ſo uncharitably as to another, of thoſe who profeſs to Fear God nid wry 4 
Righteouſneſs, though they be not of the ſame Opinion or Communion with 
us. Yet, we tell Men of the danger of hazard: 
ous Dottrines and ane Practices, and ſu 
perſwade ſuch who 


that ſufficient to 
incerely regard their future Happineſs to avoid all 
ſuch things as tend ſo much to their eternal Ruin. And ſuch who will 
continue in ſuch things, meerly becauſe there is a poſſibility fome Perſons 
may be ſaved in them by reaſon of Jenorance or Repentente, are no wiſer 
Men than ſuch, who ſhould ſplit their ſbip upon a Rock, becauſe ſome 
have eſcaped upon a plant notwithſtanding. So that conſidering on what 
terms we grant this poſſibility of Salvation, this Conceſſion of ours can be 
no Argument at all to judge yours to be the ſafer way; and if upon the 
fame terms you deny it to us, it ſhews how much more «»ſafe your way 
is, where there is ſo much of d and ſo little Charity, 
But you attempt to prove againſt all Proteſtants whatſoever, that yours 
is the ſafer way to Salvation: Your Firſt Argument in ſhort is, Becauſe me 
rant that you may be ſaved upon your own Principlel, but jou deny that we my 
95 ſaved upon jours. And what 1s there more in this Argument (but a 
multitude of Words to little purpoſe) than there is in that which his Eotd- 
ſhip Examines ? For the main force of it lies in this, That is the ſaſeſt way 
which both Parties are agreed in; and therefore although you would 
have your Major Propoſition put out of all doubt, yet that wants more 
proof than I doubt you are able to give it. For although we grant, Men 
may be ſaved who have true Faith, Nepentance; and a holy Comtsſatton 
without any ſuch Sacrament of Penance, which you make netefſary for eomueyt; 
the grace of Fuſtification ; yet what ſecurity can therice come toa Man 1 
the choice of his Religion, ſince we withal ſay, That where there is 4 con- 
tinuance in the corruptions and errors of your Church, it is hard to Cor 
ceive there ſhould be that Faith and Repentance which we make neceffary 
to Salvation. You go therefore on a very falſe ſappoſitian, when yu take 
t for granted that we acknowledge, that all thoſe whom you admit tu your Sur d. 
ment of Penance have all things upon our own Principles which are nebeſſary to 


Salvation. And ſo your Minor is as falfe as your Major uncertain, viz. 


That many are {axed iu the Roman Church according to the Principles which are 
granted on bot / cM But you would ſeem to prove, That all Adinitteũ by you 
acram 


at death to the ent of Penante (as you call it) have a things #tceſſuty 
60 Salvation upon Proteſtant Principles, becauſe, you fay; That Faith, Hope; 


true Repent ance, and a Purpoſe of Amendment are neceſſary to the dus reteivi 


the Sacrament of Penance, and thtſe are all which Proteſt ans make meeefſary to 


Salvation. But ſuppoſing, that, Is it neetſſary thit all thoſe things muſt 
be in them, which make the neceſſary requiſites to this Sacrament 
Do none receive this anmorthily, as many do a far greater Sacramem thart 


this, granting it to be any ar al? It fcems Salvation & very eaſie to be 
had in your Church then, for this: Sacrament is ſuppoſed by you, to he 


given to Men upon their Death-beds,; when, you ſay, It cannot be ſuppbſed 


you } 
that Men will omit any thing nece(ſary for the attaining Sauboation'; and by vertue 


of this Sacrament. they receive the Grace of Fuſts wheyeby of Sinwtys, they 

are. made the Sons of God, and Heirs of Eternal Life. 

who believe, Men. muſt be ſaved only by the terms of the rs 
1 * ue 


their Salvation by rrrone- 


yours? 


But I aſſute you, we 
Guſpel, make no 


P. 302. 
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COR allowed in your Church, which in themſelves, or their immediate con- 
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Q. 5. 
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ſuch eaſie matter of it as you do; we profeſs the neceſſitj ofa through-renowa! icn 
of Heart and Life to be indiſpenſible in order to Happineſs, for without Holine); 
no Man ſhall ſee the Lord: and although we take not upon us to judge the final 
eſtate of Men whoſe Hearts we know not; yet the Go/pel gives us very little 
ground to think, that ſuch who defer the Work of their Salvation to their 


' Death-beds, ſhall ever attain to it; The main —_— of Chriſtian Religion being, 


The turning Mens Souls from Sz to God in order to the ſerving him in this 
World, that they may be happy in another. For if Salvation depended on 
no more than you require, the greateſt part of the Goſpel might have been 
ſpared, whoſe great End is to perfwade Men to holineſs of Heart ard Life, 
It is not a meer purpoſe of amendment, when Men can fin no daft that 
we make only neceſſary to Salvation: But fo hearty a repentance of Sin paſt, 
as to carry with it an effe#ual reformation ; without this, Men may flat- 
ter themſelves into their own ruin b your Sacraments of Penance and ſuch 
contrivances of Men, but there can be no grounded hopes of any freedom 
from eternal Miſery. And their Faith, too, muſt be as weak as their Re- 
entance ſhallow, who dare venture their Souls in another World, upon no 
— ſecurity than that By receiving the Sacrament of Penance they are made the 
Sons of God, and Heirs of Eternal Life. But you betray Men into ſtupid 
ignorance and careleſneſs as to their Eternal Salvation, and then deal moſt 
unfaithfully with them, by telling them, That a Death-bed Repentance will 
ſuffice them, and the Sacrament of Penance will preſently make them Heirs of 
Eternal Life. So that although your Dattrine be very unreaſonable, and your 
Super ſtitions very groſs, yet this unfaithfulneſs to the Souls of Men makes all 
true lovers of Chriſtian Religion, and of the Salvation of Mens Souls, more 
averſe from your Poctrine and Practices, than any thing elſe whatſoever. For 
what can really be more pernicious to the World, than to flatter them into 
the hopes of Salvation without the performance of thoſe things, which; ifthe 
Goſpel be true, are abſolutely neceſſary in order to it? How quietly do you 
permit the moſt ſtupid ignorance in ſuch who are the zealous practiſers of 
Fopperies and Superſtitions? What excellent arts have you to allure debaz- 
chees upon their Death- beds to you, by promifing them that in another World, 
which our Principles will not allow us to do? How many ways have you 
to get the pardon of Sin, or at leaſt to delude People with the hopes of it, 
without any ſerious turning from Sin to God? What do your Doctrines of 
the ſufficiency of bare Contrition, and the Sacraments working Grace ex opere 
operato, of Indulgences, Satisfattions, regulating the Intention, and the like tend 
to, but to ſuperſede the neceſſity of a holy Liſe? And at laſt you exchange 
the inward — and mortification of Sin, for ſome external ſcverities 
upon Mens Bodies; which is, only beating the Servant for the Maſter's fault. 
So that it is hard to imagine any Doctrine or way of Religion Whichowns 
Chriſtianity, which doth with more apparent danger to the Souls of Men 
undermine the Foundations of Faith and Obedience than yours doth. 
And as J have at large ſhewed the former, How deſtructive your Princi- 
les are to the grounds of Faith; ſo it hath been fully and lately manifeſted 
a learned Biſhop of our Church, What Doctrines and Practices are 


ſequences, are direct Impieties, and give warranty to a wicked Life. ; 

Which being ſo of your own fide, we mult ſee what Reaſons you give 
for your moſt uncharitable Cenſure, That there are wery few or none among 
Proteſtants that eſcape damnation : And this you call, Ihe Doctrine of Ca- 
tholicks. The Doctrine rather of a proud, tyrannical, and uncharitable 


Faction of Men; who that they might gain Proſelyresto themſelves, ſhew 


how 
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top how little they are themſelves the Proſelytes of Chriſt. But you offer us 
meſs a reaſon for it: Becauſe all. Catholicks hold, That neither Faith, nor Hope, nor P. 303. 
nal any Repentance can ſave us, but that only which is joyned with a perfect Love | 
ttle of God; without the Sacrament of Penance actually and duely received: And 


jeir cauſe Proteſtants g ofa; they cannot be ſaved, But you are not at all 
ng, the leſs excuſable, uſe you aſſert ſich Doctrines from whence ſuch an- 
lis WW charitableneſs follows, but the dreadful conſequence of ſuch Doctrines 
on ought rather to make you queſtion the truth of them. For, can any One 
who knows and underſtands Chriſtianity ever believe, that although he 
had a moſt hearty repentance for Sin, and 4 moſt ſincere love to God, he 
ſhould eternally periſh, becauſe he pid not confeſs his Sins to a Prieſt, and 
receive ahſolution from him? I can hardly perſwade myſelf, that you can 
believe fuch things, but that only ſuch Doctrines are neceſſary to be 
taught, to maintain the Prieſts Authority, agd to fright Men into that 
picklock of Conſcience, the uſeful practice of Auricular Confeſſion. To what 
purpoſe are all the Promiſes of grace and mercy through Chriſt upon the ſince- 
rity of our turning to him, if after all this, the effect depends upon that 
Sacrament of Penance, of which no precept is given us by Chriſt, much leſs 
any necefity of it aſſerted in order to eternal Salvation? If this then be 
all your ground of condemning Proteſtants, they may rejoyce in this, 
That your Rea ſons are as weak as your Malice ſtrong. But it would be 
more fit for you to enquire, whether ſuch who live and die in ſuch a 
height of uncharitableneſs (whether with or without the Sacrament of 
Penance) can be in any capacity of eternal Salvation? For that is a plain 
violation of the Laws of Chriſt, this other even among yourſelves a diſ- 
putable Iaſtitution of Chriſt; and by many ſaid, not to be at all of that 
neceſſity, which you ſuppoſe it tobe. For neither Medina, nor Maldonate, Ine 4. 
even ſince the Council o ere dare affirm, the denyal of your Sacrament of Conſaſ. ir. 2. 
Penance to be Hereſie; and muſt then the Souls of all Proteſtants be ſent to %%%, 4 
Hell, for want of that, which it is queſtionable, whether it were In. Sacram. T. 2. 
ſtitutei by Chriſt or no. But if this Sacrament of Penance be ſo neceſſary 3: 
to Salvation, that they cannot be ſaved who want it, What becomes 
then of all the Primative Church which was utterly a ſtranger to your Sacra- 
ment of Penance (as ſhall be manifeſted when you deſire it)? what becomes 
of the Greet Church which as peremptorily denies the neceſſity of it as Pro- 
on do'? Both which you may find confefſed and proved by Father 
u, and many teſtimonies of your own Authors are brought by him 
againſt the Divine Inſtitution and neceſſity of it. Who 
very ingenuouſly confeſſes, That by the Law of Chriſt, Cum fandein lege Chrifti preciſe pronci- 
ſuch a one by the ſentence of very many Catholicks, may be 51, flint aan Das pay ey 2 
5 pronounced abſolved befe ore God, who manife ts the truth indiciis probat ſeveram babere fidem & chari- 
| of his Faith and Charity, although he diſcovers not a "= mo ”w 4 5 of dog © Þ 
word of the number on weight of his ſms. What un- Ye panit. chufeſf. & fatisfactione. 
reaſonable, as well as uncharitable, men are you then | 1 
to aſſert, That u Proteſtants can eſcape damnation for want of that, which 
ſo many among yourſelves make unneceſſary for the pardon of Sin? But 
it is juſt with God, that thoſe who+are ſo ready to condemn others, 
ſhould be. condemned by themſelves: and if your Conſciences do not con- 
demn you here, your Sentence may be the greater in another World. 
Your ſecond Argument againſt Proteſtants, is, Becauſe they want cer- d. 6. 
tanity of Faith by denying the Infallibility of Church and Councils; but this hath P. 304. 
been ſo throughly ſifted already, that I ſuppoſe none who have read 
the preceding Diſcourſes, will have the leaſt cauſe to ſtick at 1 een 
| therefore 
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therefore we proceed to the Vindicatzon af your Cenſures from., being 


-guilty of the want pf Charity. For you are the Men, who would haves 


thank God, when you condemm us to Hell, chat we eſcape ſo; and arguegry 
with us, that we do not believe that you moſtientirely lowe at, whew you 
judge us to eternal Flames. Tor, you ſay, That your, denyel of Salvation V. 


is grounded ce upon'Gbarith. If it be fo; you are the molt gha#itablri Rev. 


ple in the World, for. you deny"$4/44t:0n to all. hut yourſelves and ſome 
Heathen sell But, ſay you, IH Salvation may be had in qour Chhaeh a. Hate. 
ſtants co and there he nd true Church ar. Feigh but One, it. follows thas gut 
of jour there is, nd xluation to, he hat. To which bis, Logdſhip thay 
dully anſwergd, by ſaxing, Ii trugithere is hut One true Faith and bit One 
rub Char che, bus that, Ons hath Faith and Church. @ the Catholick Chriſtian, a 
he pantitulat: Roman. So that this.paſſage is a meer begging/the-queltiog, 
and. chen threawning:upop it, Without all Reaſon or Charity. Anda 
your deelamations. about hi knowing the Doctrine ofthe Gapholigh 
Church, have-been ſpoile&, by What hath been ſaid already, upon that Sub, 
ject. We come therelorg, to that which is the proper Buſine6..of\ this 
Chapter, which is, to examine the ſtrength ofthat Inference, x licht is drawn 
from the Proteſtants Concgifion of the palſibulity of Salvation in your Chacch 
Viz. That thence it follows, that the Roman Church and Religion is the ſafer any 
to Salvation. Two things his Lordſhip obſerves the force. of this Arg 
ment lies in, the one directly expreſſed, viz. The Conſent of both Parties of r 
poſſibility of Salvation in the Roman Church; the other «pon, the By. viz. That 
we cannot be ſaved, becauſe we are out of the Church. And of theſe two x 
ſpeaks in order. Firſt he begins with the confeſſon: as to which, his, Age 
ſwer lies in three Things, 1. That this was the way of the Donatiſts of. d 
and would hold as well for them, as the Church of Rome. 2, That if the Print 
ple on which this Argument proceeds be true, it will be more for the advantage. o 
Proteſtants than of your Church. 3. That the Principle it ſelf is a contingent Pra; 


ing his anne e Fe. tt 888 on F. 
your Anſwers to the ſeveral particulars of it. In the firſt place he thewy 
How parallel this is with — — Gabe Donatiſts; for hath parts granted, 
that Baptiſm was true among the, Donatiſts, but the, Donatiſts denyed it ta le 
true baptiſm am the Carhalick Chriſtians; and therefore on this., Principle thy 
Donatiſts ſide is the ſurer ſide, if that Principle be trae, That it m the ſafeſt taking 
that way which the ering Parties greg on. To this you anſwer nothing, 
but what will ſtill return ede v ves, and diſcover the weakneſs of 
your Argument. For the Crimes of Schiſm, and wnſoundneſs of Faith, arg 
{till as chargeable upon you, though we may grant a poſſibility of Salvaty 
on to ſome in your Church. And cannot poſſibly diſcern any, difference 
between the Judgment of the Carholicks concerning the e and outs 
concerning you; for, if they W Donatiſts way very dangerous be- 
0 


- 


cauſe of their «ncharitableneſs to all others, ſo do we of yours; but if they, 


notwithſtanding that, hoped that the miſled People among them migli be 
ſaved; that is as much as we dare ſay concerning you. And you very 
much miſtake, if you think the cogtrary. For his Lordſhip. no where 
ſaith, as you would ſeem to impoſe pon him, That a man may live and dhe 
in the Roman Church, and that none of his errors ſhall hinder Salvation, whatſo- 
ever motives he may know. to the contrary. But on the other ſide, he play 

faith, That be that lives in the Roman Church, with a reſolution to live and die 
in it, is preſumed to beljeve as that Church believes. Aud he that doth ſo, Ini 
not ſay, is as guilty, but. guilty be is wore or leſs, of the. Schiſm which that Church 
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eng 1ſt cailſed by ber Corriptiunt, and now continats by them umi her Power together. 
Rules fe all her 4amnable Opinions too, nd all. offer Sins alſo, which ne — 
n and mif-belizf of tht Charch leads hum into, you now, I pray, Whe- 
2 cher we think otherwiſe of thoſe in your Church, than the Orthodox did of 
. the Donatiffs ? So that if the Argument doth hold fob you, it would as 
Neo- well have held for them too. And therefore his Lordſtip well infers, That 
me this Prineiple, That where two Pagtirs art diſſenting, it # ſafeſt believins that in 
ate. which both Perties agree, or which the Adoerſary confeſſes, may lead Man, by pour 
an ons confeſſion, into mewn and dammabte Sehiſmt and Tree; for fuauh, you ſay, 
had the Donarifts were guilty of. | And ſtelt, his Lord ſkip ſarth, there is great dan- P. 298. 
Une grr.of in your Church loo; for, faith he, in this preſens Caſe there's peril, great 
dt peril of demnable, both Schiſm and Herefie, and other Sins, by living and dying 0 
On, in the Roman Faith, ' rainted with fo many Sijper ftitions,"#5\at this Day it is, 
\al ant their tyranny too boot, I pray now bethink yoorſelf, What 
Ugh is there, berween the Orrhv « Judgetiene of the Donut iſſa, and con- 
ads cerning your Charch? And therefore the Compariſon bar cen Nella, 
ths the Dowazefts, and his Lordfhip's Adverſary holds good ſtill; for, all your 
wo Anſwerdepends upon a miſtake of Proteftants granting a poſſubility of Salva- P. 115. 
hy tion, as T have already fhewed you. And, in what way ſoever you limit 
may this agteement, you cannot poſſibly avoid, but that it would equally 
g. hold as to the Donatiſis, too; for the Concefſion was then as great, in 
75 order to . _— — ö OS eee eee A 
But you fay, Wher alerts it or un, it muſt needs follow from the Biſhops O. 7. 
4c Princi jo "that there can be no peril of damnation . and ow in on 
4 man Charch, becauſe he profeſſedly exempts the Ignprant, and grants #s much of 

thoſe who dowitingly and — octate themfelves to the groſs Superſtitions 
5 the Roman Church, if they hold the Foundation Chriſt, and live accordingly ; 
F irom whence you argue, That if neither voluntary nor involuntary ſuperſti- 


Z 


tion can binder from Salvation, then there is confeſſedly ns peril of dammation in 

Jour Charch. And yet his Lordſhip faith, A Proteſtants anenimonſly agree P. 302 
in This, That there is 2 damnation for any Man to live and dye in the 

Roman n | _—— ſaith he) that is 4 moſt notorious ſlander, 

mere you ſay, that they which 4 
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( 
this peril of damnation, are contr aditted by 
their own more learned Brethren. By which we ſee the injuſtice of your pro- 
ceeding, in offering to wreſt his Lordſhip's words contrary to his expreſs 
meaning: And fince all your Argument depends upon your Adverſaries 
Confeſſion, you ought to take that confeſſion in the moſt clear and perſpicu- 
ous terms, and to underſtand all obfcure expreſſions ſuitably to their often 
declared fenſe. Which if you had attended to, you wouldnever have un- 
dertaken to prove that his Lordſhip grants, that there is no peril ofdamna- 
tion in your Church, which he fo often difavows, and calls it, 2 moſt notorious 
r ; and, 4 moſt loud untruth, which no engenuous man would ever have ſaid. 
And even of thoſe perſons whom he ſpeaks moſt favourably of, he faith, P. 397. 
That although they with for the aboliſhing the Superſtititions in uſe, yet all he grants 
them is, a poſſibility 4 Salvation, but with extream hazard to themſelves, by keep« 
ing cloſe to that which is Superſtition, and comes ſo near Idolatry. Are thele then 
fuch expreffions which import 20 peril of damnation in the Rowan Church? 
And therefore when he ſpeaks of the poſfibitity of the Salvation of ſuch who 
aſſociate themſelves wittingly and knowingly to the groſs Superſtitions of the Ro- 
miſþ Church; he declares ſufficiently, that he means it not of thoſe who 
do in heart approve of them, but only of Such, who though they are con- 
vinced they are groſs Superſtitions, yet think, they may communicate with 
thoſe who uſe them, as long as they do not approve of them. Which er- 


for of theirs, though he looks on it as dangerous, yet not as wholly de- 
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P. 308. 
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ſtructive of Salvation. But ſince, your Anſwer to this is, That he miſtakes 
very much, in ſuppoſing ſach Perſons to belong to your Church and Communioz : 
you are not aware, How much thereby you take off from the Proteſtants 
Confeſſion, ſince thoſe whom we contend for a Poſſibility of Salvation 
for, are ſuch only whom you deny to be of your Church's Communion, and 
ſo the Argument ſignifies much leſs by your Confeſſion, than it did be- 
fore. Thus we ſee, how this Argument upon the ſame terms you ma- 
nage it againſt us, would have held as well in the behalf of the Domariſts 
againſt the Communion of the Catholick Church. For what other imper- 
tinences you mix here and there, it is time now to paſs them over, ſince 
the main Grounds of them have been fo fully handled before. 

We therefore proceed to the Second Anſwer his Lordſhip gives to this Ar- 
gument, viz. That if the Principle on which it ſtands, doth hold, it makes 
more for the Advantage of Proteſtants, than againſt them. For if that be ſafeſt 
which both Parties are agreed in, then 1. Jou are bound to believe with us 
in the Point of the Euchariſt. For all ſides agree in the Faith of the Church of 
England, that in the moſt bleſſed Sacrament, the worthy Receiver is by his Faith 
made ſpiritually N of the true and real body and Blood of Chriſt, truly and 
really, and of all the benefits of his Paſſion. Tour Roman Catholicks add « 
manner of this preſence, 'Tranſubſtantiation, which many deny; and the Lutherans 
Conſubſtantiation, which more deny. If this . be good then, even for this 
conſent it is ſafer Communicating with the Church of England, than with the 
Roman or Lutheran ; becauſe all agree in this Truth, not in any other Opinion, 
You ſay, This can hold no farther than Communicating in the belief of this 
Opinion ; let that be granted ; and, Doth it not then follow, that the 
Church of England's Opinion is the ſafeſt upon your own ground? No, fay 
you, for it is not 2 a common conſent as doth exclude the manner of Preſence, 
by tranſi or conſubſtantiation. But, How ſenſeleſs an Anſwer is this! for 
the Argument proceeds ſo far as all are agreed: and the Church of Exgland 
aſſerting that real preſence which all acknowledges N neceſſary in order 
to the effects of it; her Communion is more deſirable on this account, 
than of either of thoſe Churches which offer to define the manner of Chrif?'s 
preſence, ſince even the greateſt Men of your perſwaſion, as Suarez and 
Bellarmine, aſſert the belief of Tranſubſtantiation not to be ſimply neceſſary to 
Salvation, and that the manner of it is ſecret and ineffable. It is therefore quite 
belide the purpoſe, when you offer to prove, that Suarez believed 'Tranſubſtan- 
tiabion: for, although he did ſo, yet ſince he grants it zot mp neceſſary to do 
it; his Lordſhip's Argument in behalf of the Church of England holds firm 
ſtill, unleſs you can prove, that Suarez held the belief ofthat to be as neceſſan 
as the belief of the real and Spiritual preſence of Chriſt. But you, after, at- 
tempt at large to prove, that the real Participation of Chrift in the Sacrament in 


your ſenſe, is quite different from that of Proteſtants : If you mean a corporal 


Participation, indeed it is 1 ; but that is not it, which is now enquired 
after ; but, whether you do not allow any real and Spiritual preſence of 
Chriſt, beſides the corporal manducation of that you call his Body by Tranſub- 


ſtantiation. If you do not, you would do well to ſhew, what effetts that 


hath upon the Souls of Men; if you do, then ſtill the Church of England is 
of the ſafer ſide, which holds that in which all are agreed. Which is as 
much as we are here concern'd to take notice of, as to this Subject, the 
Controverſie itſelf having been ſo lately handled. 2. His Lordſhip in- 
ſtances, in the Article of our Saviour Chriſt's deſcent, into Hell; both are agreed 
as to the Article of deſcent, but the Church of Rome differs in the Explical ion; 
therefore it is ſafer holding with the Church of England, which owns the 22 
withy 
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af the-reſt; by runhing the 'Vufineſs ; LN: you fay, Ir cunnot be 
after t ue that, becanſe-you licks "Thr 4 BR, in contempt of the Ro- 
nan elle is certainly Aammuble Sin, © ructivr of See. But as it 
Tots * aterlal what you fay de ec it is not at all to the purpoſe; 
for, if your Rule holds good it muſt be aftr ; and, if it be not; you tuft 
confeſs the Principle i is falſe, That mut both Parties apree in; is the/afeſt tobe 
choſen in. Religinn. The? ſame miglit be at large proved concerning” the 
main things in. difference between us} that, if this Principle be true, we 
lave very much the advantage of you: as, Tod and we are agreed, that 
the Striprareis God's Word,' but we deny that Tradition is ſo,” therefore it is 
faferradhering0 the Seripture, ancd let Fraditio#(Mift for itielf, You and 
We. Area greed that chef are are fufficienk Noti ves of Crellibality, to believe the 
Keeper but we deny that there ate any ſich Motives to believe the pre- 
ſent hurels Infallibilayy therefore 191 ſaſer to believe 10 Seri + ke than 
the proſent Church. S8o that this Prinei et andother 
Inftanies, will reddund more Our. adv than“ 125 conſidering 
thavin theivaſe we grant it as to yo Jois 2 with a Proteſtution of the 
extreme had which: thoſe run, Who venture on yufrt Communion, on 
the accomit of it; but thete is nb fuch danger ton the agreement with 
us in thoſe Principles which are * upon between us. * 
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3. His Lordſhip anſwers truly, that this Propoſition, That in Point of 
Faith and Salvation, tis ſafeſt for a Man to take that way which the Adverſary 
confeſſes, or differing Parties agree in, is mo Met aphyſical Principle, but @ hart 
contingent Propoſition, and may be true or falſe as the matter is to which it is a; 
pled, and ſo of no neceſſary truth in itſelf, nor able to lead in the Concluſion, 
Becauſe conſent of difegrecing Parties, is neither Rule no Proof of Truth. For 

Herod and Pilate, diſagreeing Parties enough, yet agreed againſt Truth itſelf. 
But Truth rather is, 5 Thou be the Rule to frame, if not to force agreement. 
And to prove this further, his Lordſhip ſhews, That if this Principle hold 
good, that tis 75 to believe as the diſſenting Parties agree, or 4s the adverſe 
party confeſſes, d Man _ an Heretick in the higheſt degree, if not an Infidel 
For, 1. In the Queſtion en the Orthodox and Arrian concerning the Conſul. 
ſtantiality of the Son of God with the Father ; The Orthodox confeſſed that which 
the Arrians aſſerted, viz. that Chriſt was of a like Nature with his Father ; but 
they added more, viz. that he was of the ſame Nature. Therefore upon this 
Principle it would be ſafeſt holding with the Arrians. 2. In the Queſtion" about 
the Reſurrection; the diſſenting Parties agree, that there ought to be a Reſurrection 
from Sin, to the ſtate of Grace; and that this 8 only is meant in divers 
Paſſages of Scripture, together with the Life of the Soul, which they are content to 
fay is Immortal; but they deny any Reſurrection of the Body after Death. And 
ts ore if this Principle be true, it will be ſafeſt to deny the Article of the Reſur- 
reckion. 3. In the greateſt diſpute about the Unity of the Godhead ; all dif. 
ſenting Parties, Jew, Turk, and Chriſtian, and all ſects of Chriſtians, agree in 
this, That there is but One God; and ſo by virtue of this Principle, Men will be 
bound to deny the Trinity. 4. In the Article of the Divinity of Chriſt, The 
diſſenting Parties agree fully and clearly, that Chriſt is Man; but the Heretick: 
deny him to be God : if it be therefore Jofef to go — conſent of diſſenting parties, 
or the confeſſion of Adverſaries, it will be ſafeſt believing that Chriſt is a mer 
Man, and not God. From whence his Lordſhip moſt evidently proves, Tha 
this Rule, To reſolve à Man's Faith into that, in which the diſſenting parties 

ee, or which the Party con fſes, is 4 meer contingent Propoſition, and 
17 as often falſe as true. Anil in falſt in as great, if not greater matters thus 
thoſe, in which it is true. And where it is true, you dare not govern yourſelves 
by it ; the Charch of Rome condemning thoſe things which that Rule proves. 
And his Lordſhip juſtly admires, that while you talk of Certainty, nay, of In 
fallibility, you are driven to make uſe of ſuch poor ſhifts as theſe, which have no 

Cert atnty at all of Truth in them, but infer Falſbood and Truth alike. And yt 
for this alſo, Men will be ſo weak, or ſo wilful, as to be ſiduced by you. But now 
it is time to take notice, what Anfwer you return to theſe pregnant I» 
ſtances which his Lordſhip uſes ; and you think to take of all this by one 
General Anſwer, viz. That the Rule ſpeaks this preciſely, and no more, viz. 
that when two Parties differ in one Point of Religion, "tis in prudence ſafeſt io take 
that way wherein both Parties grant Salvation to be obtainable ; but in the former 
Taſt ances, Salvation was not allowed by the Orthodox to the diſſenters. But, how 
poor an Evaſion this is, will be very eaſily diſcovered. For, 1. If that 
Principle be true, it muſt be built on that which his Lordſhip diſproves, 
vic. That when two Parties diſagree, it is ſafeſt believing that which both conſent 
in. For, let any Reaſonable Man judge, on what account Iought to make 
choice of your Religion ; you ſay, Becauſe both Parties are agreed that Men 
may be ſaved in your Church: well then, I ask, Why I ought to believe that 
which both Parties are agreed in? Doth it nor neceſſarily reſolve itſelf 
into this Principle, That it i- 7 oft believing that which both Parties conſent in? 
For if this be not ſafeſt, Why ſhould I be more inclined by their conſent, 
than otherwiſe ? So that if you let go this, you let go the only . 
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on which that Principle ſtands. For if the conſenting parties may agree in 
a falſhood, What evidence can I have, but that this is one of thoſe Flood, 
they may agree in? And therefore it is far from being the ſafeſt way to 
venture upon that which the diſſenting Parties rgree in. And becauſe 
Salvation is a matter of the higheſt moment, If the Principle will not hold 
as to matter of particular Opinion, much leſs certainly in the moſt woighty 
Affair of Mens eternal Salvation. And it ought to be a fafe Principle in- 
deed, which Men ſhould venture their Souls upon, and not ſo uncertain 
Topical an Argument as this is. Or that it is fo far from being a matter of 

adence to make choice of Religion on ſuch a Principle, that no Man can 
be guilty of greater Weakneſs or Imprudence, than by doing ſo. 2. If this 
Principle ſhould be limitted only to a poſſibility of Salvation, yet, as to that 
it is eaſie to diſcover, how falſe and uncertain'a Principle it is, becauſe it 
is generally the nature of Sec, to be uncharitable, and to deny Salvation 
to all but themſelves: Whereas the Orthodox Chriſtians in all Ages have 
hoped the beſt of thoſe who were miſled among them; and on this 

round it would ſtill be faſter to be on the Sectaries, than the Church's fide. 

ou have therefore gained an excellent Principle for the advantage of your 
Church; which, if it hold for you, will hold as well for the moſt anchari- 
table Settaries that are in the World. Nay, we may go ſomewhat further; 
and, What think you if Heatheniſm itſelf will be proved the fafeſt way to 
Salvation? For many of you agree with them, That many of them might be 
faved, without any explicite Kpowledge of Chris; but they deny, you can be 
ſaved by it: If then this Principle be ſound, farewel the Church of Rome; and 
welcome Philoſophy. If you ſay, They are only ſome among you who aſſert the 
poſſibility of the Salvation of Heathens ; you know, the very ſame Anſwer 
will hold as to us; you confeſs, That many Proteſtants grant no more to you 
than you do to them, in order #0 Salvation. If you ſay, That Heathens may 
be ſaved only on ſuppoſition of a general Repemtance; that is all thatany of us 
fay as to you. So that if the Argument will hold one way, it muſt the 
other too; and it argues, you are very much to ſeek for Proofs, when you 
make uſe of this to perſwade Men to beofyour Charch. And you have nocauſe 
to triumph in the Converſion of ſuch, Who ſuffer themſelves to be impoſed 
on by ſo palpable a piece of Sophiſtry as this is. But your way is to deal with 
the weakeſt, and ſuch as are capable of ſuch eaſie impreſſions as theſe are. 
His Lordſhip, from that which was expreſſed, comes to that which was 
implyed in this Argument, vis. That we cannot be ſaved, becauſe we are out of 
the Church. As to which, he ſaith, Me are out of the Catholic Church, becauſe 
not within the Roman. For the Roman Church, and the Church of England, are 
but two diſtinct Members of that Catholick Church, which is ſpread over the fate of 
the Earth. If you can prove, that Rome is properly the Catholick Church itſelf, 
ſpeak out and prove it. This you fay, you have done already; but, how pools 
let the Reader judge. But, when you add, That in the day of account, 1 
Roman C arch willhe foumd not awelder Siſter but a Mother; it will be well 
for her, if it prove not, only inthe ſenſe wherein Babylon the Great is called 
fo, viz. The Mother of Harlots and Abominations of the Earth. 

The Controverſie, you tell us, goes on touching Roman-Catholicks Salvation, 
And we muſt follow; though without breaking it into ſeveral Chapters, as 
= do, that ſo we may lay together all that belongs tothe ſame Subject. And 

ere his Lordſhipdiſtinguiſhes the Caſe of ſuch, whoſe calling and ſufficiency gives 
them a greater capacity for underſtanding the Truth; and ſuch, whom, as S. Au- 
guſtin ſpeaks, ih ſimplicity of believing makes ſafe. So that there's no Queſtion 
faith he, but many are ſaved in corrupted times of the Church, when their Leaders, 
unleſs they repented before death, were loſt. Which he underſtands, of ſuch 
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ſad condition, if you have no other ground for your Salvation, but being 
members of thatwhich you account the Cathdlict Church. When Crit 
himſelf faith, Every branch in e that oP oy Fruit he taketh away ; Hor 
much more ſuch, who have aching elſe to lead for their Salvation, but 
that they are in the C . It is not ed ee doctrinal holding 
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ty at all here to repeat it. But, if we grant you that Liberty to ſuppoſe 


yourſelves to be the whole and only Church, you will not more eaſily acquit 
all your Doctors, then condemn Proteftants, both Teachers and People. 
However, by this we ſee, that you have no other way to do the one, or 
the other; but by ſuppoſing what you can never ꝓrove, and which none 
in their wits will ever grant you. I "84 2 
The 2 part of the thirty ſeventh Paragraph in his Loraſbipꝰs Book, is (you 
ſay) taken up with Perſonal matters, and matters of Fact, in which you will not 
interpoſe; and you might as well have ſpared your Pains in that which 
ou touch, ſince they are ſpent only upon a bare aſſerting the Greek 
Church to be guilty of Fundamental Errors (which we have at large diſproved 
at the ve anc lp but, as his Lordſhip ſays, yow Labour indeed but 


like a Horſe in a Mill; no farther at night than at noon ; the ſame thing 


i over and 


over gain; and fo we find it almoſt to the end of your Book) and as vain 
an attempt to clear your Church from any Error ering Salvation. For, 
Whether the Errors of your Church be Fundamental in themſelves, or only 
by ReduCtion and Conſequence; whether you hold all Fundamental Points 
literally, or no; yet if we prom way guilty of any groſs, eros, and 
damnable Errors (as his Lordſhip afferts you are) that will be abundantly 
ſufficient to our purpoſe, that, Tours cannot 
tion. And, although we ſhould grant your Church right in the expoſition 
of the three Creeds, yet if youaſſert any other Errors of a dangerous nature, 
your right Expoſition of them cannot ſecure the Souls of Men from the 
danger they run themſelves upon, by embracing the other. So much for 
the Argument drawn from the poſſibility of Salvation in the Roman Church. 
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The ſufficiency of the Proteſtant Faith to Salvation manifeſted by diſprovi the 

Cavils — * 2 tedious Repetitions pa 721 — 7 2 
from Poſſeſſion at large conſider d. No Preſcription allowable, where the Law 
hath antecedently determined the Right. Of the Infallibility of Oral Traditi- 
on. That, contrary to the received Doctrine of the Roman Church; and in 
itſelf unreaſonable, The Ground of it examined. The ridiculouſneſs of the 
Plea of bare Poſſeſſion, diſcovered, General Anſwers returned to the remain- 
ing Chapters, conſiſting wholly of Things already diſcuſſed, The place of 
S. Cyprian to Cornelius particularly vindicated. The proof of Succeſſion of 
Dottrine lies on the Romaniſts by their own Principles. « 


A this Subject hath been ſufficiently cleared in the Controver- 


ſie concerning the reſolution of Faith; yet the nature of our task 
requires that we ſo far reſume the debate of it, as any thing undiſcuſſed 
already offers itſelf to conſideration, For I cannot thinkit a civil way of 


treating the Reader, to eloy him with 1 or Repetitions; nor 


can I think it a way to ſatisfie him, rather 4 me incidental paſſages, 
than by a full and free Debate. In all thoſe thi 

had occaſion to handle already, I ſhall remit the Reader to the precedent 
ment, I ſhall 


Diſcourſes, but whatever hath the face of being new and 
Debate was a 


readily examine the force ofit. The occaſion of this fre 


In 


new Queſtion of the Lady; Whether ſhe might be ſaved in the Proteſtant Faith? 


poſſibly be any ſafe way to Salva- 


0 
gs then, which we have 
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there's bunt aue ſavilly Faith, and thai e Roman, Since the confidence 
ſeems equal on botly ſides, we mult examine, Which is -built on the, 
ſtronger Reaſon. And his Lordſhip's comes firſt tos examined; Whiclr 
he offers very freely, to examination, For, faith he, 36 believe the: Feripture 
and the Creeds; to * in the fenje of the Ancien Primitive Church to 


receive the four great General Councils ſor much mag by Amtiuity, co 


believs all points Dodrrius generally recevved as fundaminal in i Chiech of 


P 328. 


P. 329. 


Biſhop. Coſens 
Scholaſtical 
Hiſtory of 
the Canon of 
Scripture. 
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Chriſt, is a Faithy in much to tive and He, cannot but giue Saluatiom. And 
therefore; faith he, I were «pon ſure ground in the adventure of my Sowl nppn the: 
Faith. Beſides, in atbthe Points Controverted between us, I wontd fain ſet ang 
one Point maintain d by the: Church of England, that can be proved to depare 


from the  Foundat ion. Tot hu many dangerous errors about the very Fonnds- 


tony in that: which you call rhe Roman Faith; but there I leave you to lobt to your 
own Sval, and theirs whom you ſeduce. Thus far his Lordſhip. T'wo thihgs 
you ſeem to anſwer to this. 7. That ſuoh a Faith may not be ſuficirnt 2. Flut 
bars is not ſuch a Faith. 1. That fach 4 Faith may not be ſuffictent, bet auſe 
you ſuppoſe it neceſſary to believe the In falibility of the preſent Church, and General 
Councils: But that we are now excuſed from a fteſhenquiry into; but yo 
would ſeem to inferr it from his own principles of ſubmiſſion to Gentral 
Councils, But by what peculiar Arts you can thence draw, that fore 
— ahpdras ary to be believed in order to Salvation befides -what 
hath been owned as Fundamentals in all Ages, I am yet to learn, And 
{ure you were much to ſeek ſor A | when yon could not. diſtin- 
guiſh between the neceſſity of external ſubmiſſion, and internal aſſent. 
But the Second is the main thing youquarrel with, viz. That the Exgliſh 
Proteſtant Faith is really and indeed ſuch 4 Faith + and this you undertake at 
large to diſprove. You ask firſt, Whether we believe all Scripture, or only u 
part of it? we Anſwer, All Without exception that is Scripture, i. e. hath 
any evidence that ever it was of Divize Revelation. In this, you ſay, we 
profeſs mort than we tan make goods ering. we rifuſe many Books owned for Can- 
nonical by the Primitive Charch, and imbrace ſome whichwere not. But in bath 
you aſſert that, which we are ſure you are never able to defend; ſince we 
are content to put it. upon as fair a tryal as you can deſire, viz. That the 
Church of England doth fully agree with the Primitive Church, as toatlie 
Canon of Scripture, Which hath been already made good by the ſueceh- 
ful diligence of a Learned 3 our Church, to whom I refer you either 
for ſatisfaction or confuſion. , But you are the Men whoſe bare Words 
and bold affirmations muſt. we more than the greateſt evidence of Rea- 
ſon or Antiquity. You love to Pronounce, where you are loth to prove; 
and think to bear Men down with Confidence, where you are afraid to 
enter the Liſts. But out Faith ſtands not on ſo fandy,a Foundation to be 
blown down with your biggeſt Words; which have that property ofwind 
in them to be light and loud. ,, When you will attempt to prove that the 
Books call'd Apocrypha have had an equal Teſtimony of Divine Authority 
with thoſe we receive into the Canon of Scripture, you may meet with a 
further Anſwer upon that Subject. Juſt as much you ſay to diſprove our 
believing Scripture, and the Creeds in the Primitive C bre, - For, you ſay, 
The Fathers oppoſe: u, we deny it: you ſay, The Councils condemn us, We 
ſay and prove to the contrary. You offer again at ſome broken evi- 
dences-of the 1 * Supremaq from Councils and Fathers ; but thoſe have 
been diſcuſſed already: and the ſenſe of the Church at large mani- 
felted to be contrary to it. But I fear your matters lye very ill * 
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eocted upon your ſtomach, you bring them us ſo often up z, but I am not 
bound to dance ina Circle becauſe you do ſo, And therefdreI proceed ; but. 
when I hope to do ſo, you pull me back again to tht Infallibilzty f Council 
and the Church, the queſtion of Fundamentals and the Greek Church; and 
ſearce a page between, but in comes again the Pope's Supremacy as freſh, as if 
it had been never handled before. 'But I aſſure you after this ratu l wonder 
you ever came to an end, for you might have writ ane life time after” 
that manner; For the decretal Epiſtles (thoſe impregnable teſtimonies) 8. 
Cyprian, Optarus, Hierom, Auſtin, the Council of Sardica, Epheſas C halcedon, 
and all the baffled and impertinent proofs you ak on, muſt be preſſed to 
do new ſetvice, though they had run out of the Feld before. And this you 
call. a General Conſent of the Fatherwof the Primitiut Chch i hut I muſt 
beg the Reader not to be ſcared with theſe vizarlis{\for if he touches them 
they fall off, and then you will ſee them bluſh that they are ſo oſten abuſed 
to bo illan end. But this is not the only ſubject (i. the Ff Suprema- 


| cy Jwhich you give us ſo often over, but, within a age'or two following, 
enter again worſbip of Images with as much oy ger as if it had never 


appeared; but till you have Anſwered what I have ſaid already, all that 
you have here is vain and impertinent : in the next Page enter Tranſubſtan- 
tiation: in the following, enter again \Infallibility of Councils, Reſolution of 
Faith, Apocrypha Beoks, Fundamentals, Communion in one kind, &c. to the 
end of the Chapter. In all which I find buttwo things new, the one about 
Purgatory, which we ſhall meet with again; and the other you call 
a Note.only by the way, but it is ſo rare à one, it ought to be con- 


ſideredt. | 


Which is, That Proteſtants ought to prove their Faith agreeable to that of the 
Prinitide Church by ſpecial uirdeniable evidence; but they have not the like reaſon 
td regulre it of you Catholicks ( good reaſc for it) But, you ſay; mor that you 
ave arable to db it, (no, who would ever, ſuſpect that, who reads your 
Book ? ) but breauſe you are in full and quiet poſſeſſion if Hour Fiith, Religion, 
Chitch, &. by immemorial tradition 4 ceſſion from 'your Anteſtbrs, that 
you do, upon thas file grouni of quiet Poſſeſſion, *5#ffly preſeribe- againſt your 
Adverſaries. our Plea, you ſay, muſt in all Law ind Equity be admitted 
for good, till they do i more Pregnant an Convincing Arp antents diſprove ir, 
and ſbem that your File, js not honæ fidei, But gain'd by Force Of Fraud; or 
ſome other wrongful and unallowelli meas.” To tlüs, pecauſe I have not yet con- 
fidered it, I ſhall now return'the fuller Anſwer. And it appears that the 

proof lyes upon you: For e challenge full and quiet poſſeſſion by ver- 
tue-of memorial tradition anc "Mm thei 
ducethe conveyance of that tradition from him who alone couldinveft them 
in that poſſeſſion. For although this title of poſſeſfon be of late ſo much in- 
ſiſtedpn by thoſe who ſee the weakneſs of other Arguments and are aſha- 
medito uſe them; yet whoſoever throughly ſearches it, will find it as weak 
and ridiculous as any other, For it is Hin in this caſe, the full right depends 
not upon meer occupancy, but a title miſe pleaded, to ſhew that the poſ- 
ſeſſion is bore fidei; ſo that the Queſtion Emes from che bare 1 to the 


goodneſs of the title and the validity of it in juſtiee uhd e quit). Vour title 
then is immemporial tradition from your-Anceſtrs: but 5 20 things 
are ⁊0 be conteſted, before your pre 9 i lowed, 1. That no «ptecedent 
Lem hath determin'd contrary to NHat᷑ you re Re wo of poſſeſſion. 
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For if it hath, no preſcription is allowable in it. For, + re can only 
take plate where the Lam allows a liberty for 15 7 
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cher the Bf Rows de HealtiefcheCerrieor. no, | Whether the: 
Chirchtbe' anc orme Wh — — he detef mihotd theſe 
things, C2 A 9 If he harh« och them one way or other 
1/85" Ho Ph World to plead pbſſelſtan or 'þ ate 3 for . — 
ſignifie norfünglaf e, 80 — Queſtion be wholly fe- 
W e Pues uf 700 oſſelfum, und it muſt be A e we; 
beruf 00% by his Lu hath determined on your ſide or ours? It 
be y will 64 25 That in this Caſe preſeripriom inrerprets Lam, and thavrhe 
Church's Poſſeſſion arg? it asche 2 Chriſi. But ſtill the proof lyes upon 
your ſide; ſince you? oth yourſelf into new vs) ; for you- muſt: prove 
that there is no way to interpret this Lam, but by the practio of the Church, 
and which is the „be of all; That the Churcii cannot come 
into the poſſeſſion of any thing, but what was ori pinallygiven her by te 
r e Which is a task 'neceſſari Iieunobent on you to prove, and 
uppoſe you will find ſo much difficulty in it, that you had ab god 
back to Super hanc Petram, and Paſce oves, as undertake to manage it. He 
that undertaktes to prove it impoſſible that the Church ſhould: claim / 
ſelion by an undue title; muſt prove it impoſſible, that the Chureh ſhould 
ever be deceived. And herein v ſee the excellent way ofthis proofi For 
ſuppoſe the matter in (liſpute be che Roman Church's Tafallibility, this, you 
fay, you are'in'poſſeſſon/of\ though that be the thing in queſtion), well, we 
wilt ſuppoſe it, that We may diſtern your pr. demand then; On 
what account do yo Gtilleinge this? | preſayiprion. I furthet 
ask, How you prove this pp N dens 4 ſay, Be#auſe the Chufh 
cannot "thallenge any ching but whit Kelones to her. L demand the proof of that: 
your Anſwer muſt be, Beeawfe t t ſurth enn le deceived ; 15 that! the 
proof at laſt comes to che, Ihe Chavoh di Inflnbis hecauſo ſhe is Tafallibieliont 
Well, but ſuppoſe this Infall Hlengedy be only an fallin lig uf 
Iifalfblity in either Pope. or Conncils;) Yet 
fill Tam unſatisfied as ever. For Tag, Whether-am'T bound to beliebt 
what the preſefit Church delivers to be Infallible 2: Tr. On hat account 
am I bound to believe it? Becaaſe rhe preſent Ghureh cannot be deceived in 
what the Churth of the former Age believed, nor that in the preceding, and ſo up 


 Hil-the time of Chriſt, But, 1. 8 can 8 affure me, the preſent Charch 


obliges me to believe te wy at,and ſo far, as it received it from 
the former Church? What evident xn you es to convince me, both 
that the Chir alway obRived!this' Rule, and could never be deceivetl 
in it? For I fee the Romin Churth aſſerts, that things may be de fan 
one Age, Wich were not if another; at leaſt Popes, and Councils challenge 
this, and this is the commbn Doctrine maintained there, and others ate 
looked on as no: 7 55 4 their Churth who aſſert the contrary; but 4s 
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Heretical and Seditious Perſons%or ought I not rather to fake the judgment 
of the greateſt and moſt approv id in that Church? Andtheſe diſawn any fuch 
Doctrine; but aſſert that the \Church-may determine things de fide which 
were not ſo before; In which Caſe Lask, Whethet, when a thing is 4c povo , 
determined to be e ſide, that Church believed as the precedent did, or no? If 
it did, How comes any thing to be de fide, which was not before ? If it did 
not, What aſſurancę can I have that every Age ofthe Church believes juſt as 
the 1 and no otherwiſe ? when I ſee they profeſs the contrary: 
And if a ching may be de fdein one age, which was not in a forgoing, then 
2 Church may deliver that asa matter of Faith at one time, which was hever 
accounted ſo before: by which means the preſent Chach may oblige me to 
belieye that as a matter of Faith which never was ſo in Chriſt, or the'4poſtles 
times, and fo the Iafallibiliiy on the account of Tradition: is deſtroyed; 
2. What ſecurity is there, that in no age of the Church any practices ſhould 
come in, which were not uſed. in the precedent? You may ſay, Berauſs they 
could noi be decei ved what their fore- Fathers did: hut that ſatisfies not, unleſs you 
prove that all the Church in every Age look*d upon itſelf as oblig*d to do no- 
thing at all, but What their Fore-fachers did. For although they might know 
never ſo much what was done by them, if they did not judge themſelves 
bound to obſerve unalterably what they did, this doth not hinder at all, 
but new. cuſtoms and opinions might be introduced in the Church. And 
therefore I cannot batzuſtly wonder, that any Men of parts who profeſſedly 
diſown the vulgar ways of eſtabliſhing the Roman Church ſhould think to 
ſatisſie themſelves with Oral Tradition, and cry it up as ſo impregnable a 
thing. Becauſe. no Age of the Church can be deceived in what the foregoing did and 
taught... Whereas a very little of that reaſon, which theſe Men pretend to, 
might acquaint. them, that the force of it doth not lye in their capacity to 
know what was done by others, but in their obligation not to vary at all 
from it. For the main weight ofthe Argument lyes here, That nothin 
hath been changed in the Faith or Practice of the Church, which being the thing 
to be proved, the bare knowledge of what was believed or practiſed, is not 
ſufficient to prove it; for Men may know very well what others believe 
and do, and yet may believe and do quite contrary themſelves, But the 
only thing to be proved in this Caſe is, That every age of the Church, and 
all Perſons in it look'd upon themſelves as obliged, nor to vary in any thing 
from the Doctrine or practice ofthe precedent age. And I pray let me know by 
what demonſtrative medium can this be provꝰ d for no leſs than demonſtrations 
are ſpoken of by the magnifiers of this way; although there be ſo little evi- 


dence in it, that it cannot work but upon a very weak underſtanding. Muſt 


that obligation, to obſerve all which the precedent Age believed or practiſed 
be proved by reaſon, particular Teſtimon), or 8 Tradition? And let 
the Extollers of this way take their choice, ſo they will undertake to 
bring Evidence equal to the weight which depends upon it. It is hard 
to conceive what Reaſon ſhould inforce it, but ſuch as proves the impoſ- 
ſibility of the contrary : And they have underſtandings of another mould 
from others, who can conceive it impoſſible that Men {hould not think 
themſelves obliged to believe and do all juſt as their Predeceſſors did. If 
particular Teſtimonies could be produced, they * no more, than their 
own judgments; but we are enquiring for the Judgment of every age 
of the Charel, and the Perſons who lived in it. And to prove an univ erſal 
Tradition of this obligation is the moſt difficult task of all, for it depends 
upon the truth of that which is to be proved by it. For if they did not 
think themſelves obliged to believe and do what their Predeceſſors did, they 
could not think themſelves bound to deliver ſuch an obligation to their 
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medium reſent, Age ſees no a in it, and they conid not 
ceived 13 "Wt Ky their Fore-fathers ed actin in theirs and ſo mo 
nity *;tor 1 no Man did 4 {ec the. World made: and therefore was f 
ver made and ſo ete1 But if we go about to prove by — pre- 
dtiction of the world, b Script - ſhew. that it Was once made , then 
this oral Gale, is f a Aud o it is in the pręſent caſeʒ Theſe Mw 
attempt to 75 There could never beany alcerarigndatheBatdrorBratice 
of the Church ſince Chriſt's time; for the preſent 4g delivers what it" Hl from 
the precedes, #nd fo. 2 $74 the firſt inſtitution of the C hureh d chur in the \iexa 
time, if we can e prove that there hazhy been ſuchaleeratigns in the 
Church, then it it is to no 0 hd wer to prove that, . ba wefteiaGn. 
ally done. And this appears, not on poly ſuppoſes a dl. 
generaq in the Chriſtian Church, which could never de, 708 


of the 
Church did infallibly believe and Nec as the precedent ee 
did; hut becauſe we can produce clear evidence, that ſumt thing . 


livered by the prefens Chaxch.which muſt be brought in by ſome Age ſince 


the Time of C Cakes Far which I ſhall referr you to what bhave faid already 
concernin Are in.'one kind, Invocation, f Saint r Worſbiz" ef 
TImazes. In all whi J proved evid dently, that they were not in / 10 
Kine Ages of the Chriltias urch; and; it is as evident that theſe are deli- 
tered by the preſent (Harthzand therelqre tl Principle muſt needs befalſe, 
For by theſe things it appears, that ons age of theGwreh may differ in Pra- 
Qice or Opinion from another,and therefore thisgral Traditioncannot be in! 
22 And yet this is the only Way. .whereby a preſcription may he 3l- 
lowed, for this offers to give a ſufficient title if it; conld be made good! 
But bare poſſeſſion in matters of Religion is a moſt ſenſeleſs Plea; and: which 
would | juſtifie Heatheniſm and Mahumatiſn as Well as your C darch 110! 
. 6. AE Werz worth knowing, What you mean by full and quiet poſſe ind 
Yer Faith, Heli gion, and Church, , which Joa ſay you-were in. Either you mean 
that yu did believe the Dofrines of your Church yourſelves, or that we 
were 1 — to believe them too. If, youmeanonly the former, you are in as 


full poſſeſſion of them as S for Tſuppoſe all in your Church Log believe 


them; if you intend b poſſeſſion, that e ought to believe them becauſe 
= did, 1229 is FA 14 criptſan ind 12 without any ground or reaſon; 
or even Tertulli Pa ra i for fr #ſcribing paint Herericia, ſays, 


Tertul de virg. That nothing can 17 a be fir Tragh, Non ſpatium temporutm;' en 
voeland. cop. 1. patrocinia perſona 10 KY, egium regionum. 1 Neither length-of time, 

nor Authority of Pei” 7 friviledge o 15 aces, II I you ſay, Ir was Truth zou 
were in poſſeſſion of, this is the thing to be proved; and if yon can make” that 


appear we wil not  diffuxb your Poſſeſſion atiall. But you: muſt be ſure-to 


prove 
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he gioxʒ —— ppc to ours; Ib and Uk dork 90 
U pod pes wherethere never was any 'Poſſeſſion.; 4 40 
de eyou-clearly-miſtake when you call us, The Agreſſors, for you are one 
he eee this Caſe, and quarrel with us for not he pit what 
ne us; and therefore you are bound to prove, EE not we. 
le- So —— rape e could hallen ny Poſſ ſeſſion of 4 ht 
ce of England, bor fone Ao which te Ppt id, which you e 
dy — he might be deprived of, 48 he war in Henr 5 py, ; and hi hich 
of we offer to nee ben he was not Pbſſeſſer Wig ſddei dh but that he came 
in $0 it by fraud and wiolenze; and wa ele fs it by 4 legal Power. Thus 
lis I'bave fully examined your - t Pen Paſſion, becauſe 3 it Wees 
e. us with fomethi which Had been diſcaſfed befor 11 5150 
1 . Bur having taken a view  Wehar tothe, L find Wt jr canſifls ofa 6, 7 
15 bare Repetition of the Controveifies before diſcuſſed, pe cially conce 
1 ing she certainty and grod rage Mere banks of Pk, the 'Tufallibitity of C arch, pes! 
oh General Councils, and the of the Raman 4 Sg that if you 
K had not an entellent ſaculty of 72 moſt, where there is aft occaſion, L 


1 ſhould wonder at your deſign in peel ſeveral Chapters in. giving the 
7 ame things, under other words, Unleſs it were an ambition e 
1 every clauſe in his Lordſhips Book, Which gud you to it, thongh you. 
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18a piece ofuanicy I neither en nor ina iy imitate you 
. in; having made it my py HAM lay. thoſe gtdunds in the handlin 

& 


: BN Contraxerſie, that there ſho not ſoch frui eſs . 
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5 forced by his Adverſarierienporty * Anſwery 1 in effect, 


1 which.had-heen given before by him fo oy 85 Woe hos . 
1 compares what his Lordſhip ſairh, the 0 5 anſwer, will 
# find no neceſſity at all of my undergo 19 ſds and weariſome 
t task. Inſtead therefore bf a Noa ante: ſhall give only ſome general 
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difficulty; and conclude all with the examination of your Defence of Purgæ. 
tor, that being a Subject which hath not yet come under our enquiry. Your 
main buſineſs is to perſwade us, that yours is the only ſaving Katthy which 
you prove by this, The ſaving Faith is but oye, yours is confeſſed by:us to be a 
faving Faith ſtill; therefore yours is the only ſaving Faith. But if you had con- 
ſidered on what that conſeſſion depends, you could have made no Argu- 
ment at all of it; for, when we ſay, that your Faith 18/avtng, we mean no 
more but this, that you have ſo much of thecommon truths of Chriſtianity 
among youz that there is a poſſibility for Men to be faved in your Churoh; 
but, Doth this imply, that yours is a /aving Faith, in that ſenſe wherein it is 
ſaid, There is but one ſad ing Faith? for in that Propoſition it is underſtood 
ofall thoſe common fundamental Truths, which the Chriſtian Church of all 
Ages hath been agreed in. And the ſaying, There is but one ſaving Haitb, is of 
the ſame ſenſe with the ſaying, There is but ane true Religion in the World. 

The ſubſtance of What you would inferr from the ſaying of Athanaſius 
(reed, Which if a Man keeps whole and inviolate (as you would haveit) is this 
That a Man is equally bound to believe every Article of Faith. But you cannot 
mean, that it is ſimply neceſſary todo it,for that you diſclaim eliewhere,by 
your diſtinction of things neceſſary from the matter and the formal Reafon of 
Faith; and therefore it can only be meant of ſuch to whom thoſe ol jeci. 


of Faith are ſufficiently propoſed, and fo far we acknowledge it too that it is 


neceſſary to Salvation for every Man to believe that which he is convinced 
to be an object of Faith. For otherwiſe ſuch Perſons muſt call in queſtion 
(Ciod's Veracity; but if you would hence make it neceſſary to believe all that 
your Church propoſes tor matter of Faith, you muſt prove, that whatever 
your Church delivers, is as infallibly true, as if God himſelf ſpake; and when 

ou can perſwade us of this, we ſhall believe whatever is propounded by 
er. When you ſay, Me cannot believe all Articles of Faith on the ſame formel 
Reaſon, becauſe we deny the Church's Infallibility, it is apparent, that you make 
the Chureſos Teſtimony the formal Reaſon of Faith; and that you are bound 
to prove the Church abſolutely Infallible, before we can believe any thing 
on her account. Neither doth it follow, Becauſe we deny that, therefore ne 
pick and chuſe our Faith ; tor we believe all without reſervation, which you, 
or any Man can convince us was ever revealed by God. As to what at 
large occurs here again, about the Infallibility of Councils; there is nothing 
but what hath been ſufficiently anſwered on that ſubject; and fo reſerving 
the Queſtion of Pargator), which is here brought in by his Lordſhip, as a 
further Inſtance ofthe Errors of General Councils; J paſs on to the two laſt 
Chapters: In which we meet again with the objected inconveniencies, from 


' queſtioning the Infallibility of the Church and Councils, That then Faith wculd br 


uncertain, and private Perſons might judge of Councils, and if they mayerr in one, 
they ma) err in all; as freſh as if they had never been heard of before. Only 
the Argument from Row. 10.15. That becauſe none can preach except they 
be ſent, therefore the preſent Church is infallible, is both new and excellent, on 
which account let it paſs. If your Church, with all her Jzfallibilit;, can 
do no more, as you confeſs, in reference to Hereſies, but only ſecure the faith. 
ful members of the Church, who have due care of themſelves, and perform their 
duty well towards their lawful Paſtors ; you have little cauſe to boaſt of the 
great priviledge of it, and as little Reaſon to contend for the neceſſity of 
it, ſince ſo much is done without it, and on ſurer grounds bythe Scriptures, 

and the uſe of other means which fall ſhort of Infallibilit). 
In the beginning of your laſt Chaprer, we have a large diſpute concern- 
ing S. Cypriaz's meaning, in his 45th Epiſtle to Cornelizs, where he ſpeaks 0 
| 12 
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the root and mug the Carbolick Clurth, viz: Whether by that; the Ry. 
ns Charch/'be'undbrſivod: or nodubia Londſhif faith; Wu, und gives 
mariy/Reaſons for it; you maintain the contrary; but the bufineſs may 
be ſoon deeded, upon a true ſtate of the ocda ion of Writing that "Epiſtle. 
Wiuch imſhort was this; It Letters had been ſent in the Name of 
Polyctrp'Biſhop of the Con o Ad u chirected to Cornelius at Romt; 


but Erian and Liboralir doming tit her and ucijuainting the Cley there 
rich the Reſolution of the! afriezwBiſbops to ſuſpend Communlief either 


with Cornelius or NU, till the retarn of Caldonins ad Hytnatus, 
ho were ſent on purpoſe to give an account of the proceeditips there, 
Clergy of Adrumyttium: upon whis wiring ee Rowe, Arect their Letters not 
to Canelius, but to the Noman Clemi | Which Cornelius (being ir ſtems 
informed by ſome, as though it were done by 8. Cyprian Chune) takes 
offends at, and wites to Cyprian about it. Who gides im im xhis 7 0 
the Account of it; that it Was only done, that there might he no ai ent 
— — upon this difference at Nome, and that they only ſuſ- 
pended their Sentence till the return of Calilonias and Fortunatus, whb 
might either bring them Word that all 'was'compoſed at Rome, or elſe 
ſatisſie tllem ho was the Lawfully ordained Biſhop. And therefore, as 
ſoon as they underſtood that Cornelius was the law ful Biſbop, they unani- 
mouſti declare for him, and order all Letters to be ſent to him, and that 
his Communion ſhould be embraced. This is the ſubſtance of that Epiſtle. 
But, it ſeems Cornelius was moved at 8. Cyprians ſuſpending ' himſelf, as 
though it were done out of diſ- fſavour to him; which Cyprian to clear himſelf 
of, tells him, That his deſign was only to preſerve the Unity of theCatholick 
Church. Tor, ſaith he, we give this Advice to all thoſe who the mean time had 
orchſlow tv ſail to Rome, ut Eccleſiz Catholics radicem & matricem agnoſ- 
cerent & tenerent; that they would acknowledge and hold to the Noot and Matrix 
"be: Carholick Charch, by which his - Lordſhip underſtands} the Unity 9; 
Church Catholick'; you, the particitlar Church of Rome. But it is 
parent, the meaning of this Councel'was, to prevent their participation iti 
the Sohn. So that if, upon their coming to Rome; the Schiſimatical party 
was/evidently known from the other (Which they might, I grant, ſoon 
underſtand there, hy the circumſtances of Affairs) they ſhould joyn them- 
fetves with that part whihipreſerved the Unity of tlie Catholick Chubb. 
Which I take to be the trtglmeaning of S. Cyprian. But in caſe the mat- 
ter ſhould prove diſputable at Rahe and the matter be referred to other 
Churches, then hy virtue of this Advice, they were hound to ſuſpend their 
Communion with either Party, till the Catholick Church had declar d itſelf, 
Ny this acoount of the buiſineſs, all your Arguments come to nothing; 
for they only prove that which I grant, viz. That incaſe it appeared at Rome, 
which mas the Catholick Party, they were io Communicate with it: but this was 
not,; becauſe the Catholick Purty at Rome was the Root and Matrix of the 
Catholicł Church (for on that Account the Party of Novatzarns might have 
been fo too if IVovatianus had been lawful Bybopy but their holding to the 
Root. of the Catholick Charch; would bblige them tõ Communicate only with 
that purt, which did preſerve the Vit of it. For the Controverſie now 
at Ramc was between two Parties both challenging an equal Right; and 
therefore if 8. rium had only advifed them to mu icate with the 
Roman Church, becauſe that was the Root and Matrix of the Catholick Church, 
his Advice had ſignified nothing; for the Queſtion Was not between the 
(hurch of Rome, and other Churches, in which caſe it might have been per- 
tinent to have ſaid, they ſhould àchere to the Church of Rome, * 
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that was the Roat, Cc. But when the difference was at Raue, between two 
Biſhops there, this Reaſon had dein hen 1mpertinent; for the only Reaſon 
proper in this caſe, muſt be ſuch as mult diſcriminate the ane Party from 
the other, which this could not do, becauſe it was equally challenged by 
them both. And had belonged to one agjwell as the other, in caſeuNowarj- 
anus had proved the lawful Biſbap and not Cornelius. And therefore the 
ſenſe ofCypriaz's words muſt be 2 * might give direction which party to 
joyn with at Rane, on which account they cannot import any priviledge of 
the Church of Rome over other Churches, but only contain this advice, that 
they ſhould hold to the Unity of the, Catholic Church, and communicate 
only with that party which did jt, This Reaſon is ſo clear and evident tome, 
that this place cannot be underſtood ofanypriviledge of the Church of Rome, 


above other Churches, that if there were nothing elſe to indace me to be- 


lieve it, this were ſo pregnant, that I could not reſiſt the force of it. 


But beſides this, his Lordſhip proves, that elſewhere 8. Cyprian ſpeaks in, 


his own Perſon with other Catholic Biſhops, nos qui rus unins caput C. 

radicem tenemus, we who hold the Head and Root of one Church, 

pears, he could not make the Church of Rome the Root and Matrix of the Ca. 
tholick ; this being underſtood of the Unity and Society of the Catholick Church. 
without relation to the Church of Rome: and S. Cyprian writes to Cornelius, 

that they had ſent Caldonius and Fortunatus to reduce the Church of Rometo 

the Uzity and Communon of the Catholick Church; and becauſe no particular 

Charch can be the Root of the Catholick, and if any where, Jeruſalem might 
more pretend to it than Rome, and becauſe S. Cyprian and his Brethren durſt 
not have ſuſpended their Communionat all, if they had looked on the Church 
of Rome, as the Root and Matrix of the Catholick, as Baronius confeſſes they 
did, all which things are largely inſiſted on by his Lordſhip, and do all cons 
firm, that hereby was not meant any Authority or Priviledge of the Charch 
of Rome above other Apoſtolical Churches, which in reſpect of the leſſer 
Churches which came from them, are called Matrices Eccleſie, by Tertullian 
and others. But you are ſtill ſo very unreaſonable, that though no more 
be ſaid of the Church of Rome, than might be ſaid of any other Apoſtolical 
Church, yet becauſe it is ſaid of the Charch of Rome, it mult import ſome 
huge Authority, which if it had been ſaid of any other, would have been 
interpreted by yourſelves into nothing: For ſo do you deal with us here; 
for, becauſe it is ſaid, that they who joyned with Cornelius, did preſerve the 
Unity of the Catholick Church, therefore it. muſt needs be underſtood, that 
the Roman Church is the Root of the Catholick. But he muſt have a very 
mean underſtanding, that can be ſwayed by ſuch trifles as theſe are: For, was 
there not a Catbolick and Schiſmatical party then at Rome? and if they who 

joyged with Novatianus, did ſeparate from the Catholick Church, then they 

who were in Communion with Cornelius, muſt preſerve the Unity ofit. 

And, Would not this Argument as well prove the Catholick party at (o- 

thage to be the Root and matrix of the Catholick Church, as at Rome? But ſuch 

kind of things muſt they deal with, who are reſolved to maintain a cauſe, 

and yet are deſtitute of better means to do it with. So that I cannot find 
any thing in all your Anſwer, but what would equally hold for any other 

Church at that time, which was ſo divided as Rome was; conſidering the 
great care that then was uſed to preſerve the Unity of the Catholick Church. 
And what particularly S. Cyprian 's apprehenſion was concerning the Nature 
and Unity of the Catholick Church, we have at large diſcourſed already, to 
which place we referr the Reader, if he deſires any further ſatisfaction. 
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Chap. VI.“ 2 he Senſe of the Fath. rs concerning Purgatory. 607 


Youre whole N pilepends on perſonal matters concerning tlie ſatifacti. C. 10. 
on of the 325 diente; but if you would thence inferr, Thus ſbe did well P. 399, &c. 
0 Ach the” Prifelt ant Communion; you muſt prode that it can be no ſin to 
follow tlie dictates of an erronious Conſcience. For ſuch, we ſay, it Was 
in u NY denying it, all this Diſcourſe ſigniſies nothing, but depends 
on the truth of the matters in controverſſe between us. But you moſt noto- 
rioully! impoſe on his Lordſhip, hen, becauſe he aſſerts the poſſibility Sal. 
vation af fame in your Church, you would make hith ſay, That it is no ſin to 
joyn with your Church: You, might as well ſay, Becauſe he hopes ſome 
Aug N TIN ah may — why bp is no ſin to commit 
Adultety. So that while you are charging him falſiy for allowing diſſimu⸗- 
lation, u do that Which more, in Avi RULE os you et but 
know tb be a great untruth. rn | 


1 


If our. Religion be net the ſame with outs, as you 2 


P. 401. 


Rel. contend it is not, P. 4.2. 
let it ſuffice to tell you, That our Religion is Chriſtiantti), let yours be what it 

will. Andi if it pleaſe you better, to have a name wholly diſtin from us, 

yours {Hall be called the Roman Religion and ours the Chriſtian; If you 

judge us of another Religion from yours, becauſe we lo not believe all that you do, 

we y judge you to have a different Religion front the Chriftiz, becauſe * 
you"tmpoſe more by your own conſeſſion to be believed as neceſſary in or- 

der 105 vation, than ever Chriſt or the Apoſttes did. And certainly the 

main of any Religion conſiſts in thoſe things which are neceſſary to be 
believed in it, in order to Eternal Happiness. 

In your follow ing Diſcourſe, you are ſo far from giving us any hopes of r. 403. 
price'pith your Church, that you plainly give us the reaſon, why it is vain to 
bal Yr defire it; which is, That if your Church ſhould recede from any 
thing, |e would ＋ ſhe had erred, and if that appears, farewel Inf alli- 
bits and then if that be once gone, you think all is gone. And while 
you maintain it, we are fo far from hoping any peace with you, that the 
Phar of Chriſtendom may {till be joyned in the Daichmau's Sign with the 
guadrature of the Circle, and the Philoſophers Stone, for the ſign of the re 
hopeleſs things. Y Dr 


"Hoy far e are bound to ſubmit to General Countili, hath been ſay full 
clexred already, that I need not go about here to vindicate his Lordfhip's | 
Opinion from falſity or contrafliftivn;both which: you unreaſonabl chang. * 
it with, and that ſtill from no wiſer a ground, than not _ e to di- P. 404. &c; 
ſtitiguiſhbetween the ſubmiſſion of Obedience and Faith. For his Lordſhip | 
faith, * I may be our duty not Fo oppoſe General Councils incaſe they err, and jet 
it may be no pride not to believe known and groſs Errors of General Councils; 
and I pray, What ſhadow of a contradiction ; is here? And if it be pride in 
us ndt to believe groſs Errors impoſed on us, Is it not much more intolera- P. 406. 
ble in them! who offer to impoſe them? What Authority the Pope hath ei- 
ther to order or confirm Councils, it is not here a Place to enter upon again, 
ſince it hath been ſo largely Diſcourſed of in ſo many places. But you 
force'me, though not to the repetition of matter, yet to the repeating my 
faying that I'will not, oftener than J ſhould, but only to ſhew, how little 
you deſerve any further Anſwer. «1% * | 

There is nothing now remaining to tlie end of your Book,which hath not 
been over and over, even in theſe 14 Chapters, but only a long diſcourſe 
touching Seceſſion, which you ſhew yourſelf, of how little importance it 
is, when, after you have "endeavoured at large to prove the neceſſity of s 
Perſonal Succeſſion, you grant, That it is not ſufficient without Succeſſion of Do- p. 40% 
ctrine too: And on that Account you deny the Greek Chureh to have a true P. 410. 

| I 6+ q Succeſſion . 
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P. 411. Sauen And in vindication of Stapleton, you ſay, All the Sacceſſion which 


P. 382. 


Sec. 


he and you tomtend for, is a Succeſſion of Paſtors, which hold entire both the Uni. 
and the Faith of the Charch. So that it comes to this at laſt, that you are 
bound to prove a continual Succeſſion of all that which you call the Faith of 
our Charch in every Age from the Apoſtles time; if you would have us be. 
ieve that Doctrine, or own your Church for the true Church of Chriſt. And 
therefore I conclude theſe general Anſwers with his Lordſhips words; 


If A. C. T. C. or any Jeſuit can "ow that by a viſible continued Succeſſi 
Fo Chriſt or his Apoſtles to this Day, either Tranſubſtantiation in the Each. 


riſt; or the Euchariſt in one kind, or Purgatory, of Worſhip of Images, or ih 
Intention of the Prieſt of neceſſity in Baptiſm, or the Power of the Pope over 
a General Council, or his Infallibility with or without it, or his Power to depot 
Princes, or the publick prayers of the Church in an unknown Tongue, with diver; 
other Points have been ſo tanght ; I, for my part, will give the Cauſe. 8 


1 
—— * ä 


2 


CH AP. VL 
The Senſe of the Fathers concerning Purgatory. 


The Advantage which comes to the Church of Rome, iy the Dottrine of Parges 


ry, thence the boldneſs of our Adwverſaries in contending for it. Senſe of 
the Roman Church concerning Purg ory, explained. The Controverſie between 
the Greek and Latin Church concerning it. The Difference in the Church of 
Rome about Purgatory. Some general . about the Senſe of the 
Fathers, as to its being an Article of Faith. The Doubtfalneſs and Uncertain- 
ty of the Fathers Ju in this particular, manifeſted by S. Auſtin the 
rſt who ſeemed to aſſert a Purgation before the Day of Judgment. Prayer fir 
the Dead uſed in the Ancient Church, doth not infer Purgatory. The Fri. 
mate of Armagh vindicated from our Adverſaries Calumnies. The general 
Intention of the Church diſtinguiſhed from the private Opinions of particular 
Perſons. The Prayers of the urch reſpected the Day of Judgment. Ihe Te- 
ſtimonies of the” Fathers in behalf of Purgatory, examined; particularly 
the pretended Dionyſius, Tertullian, S. Cyprian, Origen, S. Ambroſe, 
S. Hierom, S. Baſil, Nazianzen, Lanctantiùs, Hilary, Gregory Nyſſen, 
And not one of them aſſerts the Purgatory of the Church of Rome, 
S. Auſtin doth not contraditt himſelf about it. Ihe Doctrine of Purgatory 
no elder thaw Gregory I. and built on Cyedality and Superſtition. The 
Church's Infallibility made at laſt the Foundation" of the belief of Purgatory. 
The $ul ſity of that Principle: and the whole concluded. 


Heſe general Anſwers being diſpatched, there remains only now this 
Queſtion concerning Pwgatory to be diſcuſſed. Which being the 
great Diana of your Church, no wonder you are ſo much diſpleaſed at his 
Lordſhip for ſpeaking — it; for by that means your Craft is in dan- 
2 be ſet at nought. There being a 


Opinion in your Church which 
rings in a more conſtant Revenue, by Maſſes for the Dead, and Indulgen- 
ces, beſides Caſualties, and Deod amis, by dying Perſons, or their Friends, 
in hopes of a ſpeedier releaſe out of the pains of Purgatory. So that if 
this Opinion were once out of Countenance in the World, you would loſe 
one of the beſt Arts youhave ofupholding the Grandeur of your Church. For 
then farewel Indulgences, and years of Jubilee; farewel all thoſe rich Dona- 
tions Which are given by thoſe at their death, ho hope by that means » 
— Nr , ook 
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"WY 6 
which get the ſooner out of the Suburbs of Hell, to a place of reſt and Happineſs. 
Vi. For, What Engine could poſſibly be better contrived to exhort tlie largeſt 
u are giſts from thoſe whoſe Riches were asgreat as their Sins, than to perſwade 
ith of them, that by that means they would be ſooner delivered out of the Flames 
us be. of Purgatory, and need not doubt but they ſhould come to Heaven at laſt? 
And And, Would not they be accounted great Fools, that would not live as 
ords: they pleaſed in this World, as long as they could hi themſelves out of the 
reſſian ins of another ? And by this means your Charch hath not only eaten, but 


eh. grown f. at, bythe Sins of the People; it being truly obſerved by Spalatenſis, That 
Yr tþ the Doctrine of Purgatory —1 been that which hath moſt inriched the G52 of 4% . 4 1 


Over Rome; which he gives as the reaſon of the moſt zealous contending for ſet. 73. 
depoſs that Doctrineamong thoſe of your Party, who find ſo much advantage by 
livers it. And we might eaſily believe there was ſomethin extraordinary init, , 
; when you tell us; Tt is therefore firmly to be believed by all Catholicks, that 


; there is a Purgatory ; yea, we are as much bound to believe it, as we are bound to 5 
— believe (for Inſtance) the 2 or Incarnation itſelf: becauſe, ſinae it is 
2 f| defined by the Church, we cannot lawfully, or without lis and peril demi 

| deny or queſtion this Doctrine. We had need then look to ourſelves, . who 
look on this Doctrine as a meer figment, that hath no foundation at all ei- 
ther in Scripture, Reaſon, or Tradition of the Primitive Church; but much 


» 370. 


gate more had you need to look to yourſelves, who dare with fo much con- 
e fidence obtrude ſo deſtructive a Doctrine to a Chriſtian Life, without any 
— evidence of the truth of it, to be believed as much as the Trinity or Incar- 
rh of nation it ſelf ; which expreſſions take them in the mildeſt ſenſe you can 
f the give them, carry a moſt inſufferable boldneſs with them. But theſe are 
* not all the bold words which you utter on this Subject; for you ſay elſe 
n the where, That Bellarmin doth not more boldly, than truly affirm, yea evidently p. 50, 
fe prove, that all the Fathers, both Greek and Latin, did conſtantly teach Purg a- 4, 
Pri. tory from the very Apoſtles times, and conſequently that it muſt be held for an 
word Apoſtolical Tradition, or nothing can be. So then, if confidence would car- 
_ ry it, we muſt not only tremble at the fears of Pargatory ; but we muſt 
J 3 believe it as an Article of Faith, and as a moſt undoubted Apoſtolical 
radition. 
25 But before we can digeſt theſe things, we muſt ſee a little more ground 
ſen, for them, than as yet we do; and therefore you muſt be content to hear 
me, our reaſons, Why we neither look on it as a matter of Faith or Apoſtolical 
tory Tradition; in order to which nothing is more neceſſary, than to enquire 
The what you mean by Purgator For as long as you can ſhelter yourſelves 
ory. under general words, you think you are fate enough; but when we once 
bring you to a fuller explication of your meaning, Purgatory itſelf is not 
half ſo evident as thoſe Impoſtures are whereby you would maintain it. 
his But for our clear underſtanding this Controverſie, we uuſt find out what 
the your Doctrine is concerning it; for, as confident as you are of it, there are 
his not a few among you who are afraid to declare what you mean by it, leſt 
an- by that means the World ſhould ſee how far it is from having Foundation 
ich either in Scripture or Antiquity. We are therefore told by ſome who 
3 either are aſhamed of the Doctrine itſelf, or loth to betray their Cauſe 
ds, (by declaring themſelves) that your Church requires no more than 
t if to believe that their is a Purgatory, for which they avouch the Council 
ofe of Trent, which only defines That the ſound Doctrine concerning Purga- 5 
Bor zory ſbould be taught. This was indeed neceſſary to be ſaid by ſuch who do | | 
14- not at all believe the Roman Doctrine concerning it, whatever they pre- 
to tend; but rather agree with the Greek Church about the Middle ſtate ofſouls. 
get F | — - 
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and "he Faith of the Churth. So that it comes to this at Achat ou are 
"omit to ＋ 8 a continual Succeſſim of all that which you call the Faith of 
& pour GE in every Age from the Apo 


les time; if yon Would have us be. 
eve that Doctrine, or own your Churah for the true Churth of Chriſt. And 
thereſore I conclude theſe general Aaſwers with his Lordſhips words; 
>. % A. C. T. C. or any Jeſuit can „ that by a of {ible continued Sucteſſon 
h om Chyiſt or his es to this Day, either Tr 72 — in the Encha. 
viſt or the Euchariſt in one kind, or Purgatory, \ Woſkip of "Images, or the 
Intention of the Prieſt"of neceſſity in Ban a, or the Power of” the Pope over 
a General Council, or his Infallibility mini or without it, of his” depoſe 
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The uſed in the Antient 
mute of Armagh — our ' Advoſwic Ou Calumnie. 27 he general 
nent ion 0 the urch diſtinguiſhed from the private Opinions of * 
+ Perſons. The Prayer s of the Charch v the "Day of Judgment. Ihe Te- 
© ft ingoniies of tie Faber, in behalf of Purgatoi „ examined; particularly 0 4 
the pretended Dion 2 Tertullian, St ian, Origen, S. Ambroſe, 
* L. lern, S. Baſil, Nazianzen, Hilary, Grego Nyſſen, 
3 & c. And not one of them aſſerts the Pargatory of "the Charth of Rome, 
| S. Auſtin doth not contradif himſelf about it." Ihe Doctrine of Purgatory 
V M de I. and built on Cyedwlity and Superſtition. The 
| Chard s Infallibiliry made at laſt the Foundation" of the To of gen 
1 fa ef that Principle: and the whole concluded. 1 


Heſo general Anſwers being diſpatched, 8 only now this 
Queſtion concerning Fang ara to he diſruſſed. Which being the 
great Dias of your Church, no wonder you are ſo much diſpleaſed at his 
. Lordſhip for ſpea king — for hy chat means your Craft is in dan- 
gero be ſet at naugiit. ao. Opinion in your Church which 
1 in a more conſtant Neem, By Maſſes for the Dead, and Indulgen- 
ces, beſides Caſualties, and dying Perſons, or "their Friends, 
in hopes of a ſpeedier releaſe out che wt of Purgatory. So that if 
2 eve once out of Countenance in the World, you would loſe 
the be Arts u lia ve ofupholding the Grandeur of your Church. For 
— fare wel Indulgemser, and years of Jubilee; fare wel all thoſe rich Dona- 
tiom ich are given by thoſe at their death, who hope by that means — 
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which get the ſooner out of the Suburbs of Hell, to a place of reſt and Happineſs. 
Uni For, What Engine could poſſibly be better contrived to exhort tlie largeſt 


1ars MY gifts from thoſe whoſe Riches were 5 as their Sins, than to perſwade 
th of them, that by that means they would be ſooner delivered out of the Flames 
She. of Purgatory, and need not doubt but they ſhould come to Heaven at laſt? 
And And, Would not they be accounted great Fools, that would not live as 
rds: they pleaſed in this World, as long as they could hy themſelves out of the 
efſion pains of another? And by this means your Church hath not only eaten, but 
cha. Fromm fat, bythe Sins of the People; it being truly obſerved, by $ alatenke, Thet „ 2. 
» the the Doctrine of Purgatory hath been that which hath moſt. inriched the Church of cleſ. 172 «8, 
obey Rome; which he gives as the reaſon of the moſt zealous contending for e. 73- 
«poſe that Doctrine among thoſe of your Party, who find ſo much advantage by , 
Vers it. And we might eaſily believe there was ſomethi extraordinary init, oy 
| when you tell us; It is therefore firmly to be believed by all: Catholitks, that 
4 there is 4 Purgatory ; yea, we are as mach bound to believe it, as we are bound to p. 3717. 
— believe (for Inſtance) the Trinity or Incarnation itſelf : becauſe, ſince it is Patt 
2 fl defined by the Church, we cannot lawfully, or without ſn and peril of dentin 

i deny or queſtion this Doctrine. We had need then look to ourſelves, who 

look on this Doctrine as a meer figment, that hath no foundation at all ei- | 
| ther in Scripture, Reaſon, or Tradition of the Primitive Church; but much 0 

1 more had you need to look to yourſelves, who dare with ſo much con- 
6 of fidence obtrude ſo deſtructive a Doctrine to a Chriſtian Life, without any 
* evidence of the truth of it, to be believed as much as the Trinity or Incar- 
h of nation it ſelf ; which expreſſions take them in the mildeſt ſenſe you can 
the give them, carry a moſt ihſufferable boldneſs with them. But &heſe are 
5 not all the bold words which you utter on this Subject; for you M elſe 
the where, That Bellarmin doth not more boldly, than truly affirm, yea evidently 5. 3, 
for prove, that all the Fathers, both Greek and Latin, did conſtantly teach Purg a- x 
577 tory from the very Apoſtles times, and conſequently that it maſt be held for an 
7 Apoſtolical Tradition, or nothing can be. So then, if confidence would car- 
— ry it, we muſt not only tremble at the fears of Pargatory ; but we muſt 
Tex 2 believe it as an Article of Faith, and as a moſt undoubted Apoſtolical 
0 radition. n | 
2 But before we can digeſt theſe things, we muſt ſee a little more ground 
en, for them, than as yet we do; and therefore you muſt be content to hear 
ne, our reaſons, Why we neither look on it as a matter of Faith or Apoſtolical 
ory Tradition; in order to which nothing is more neceſſary, than to | — nk 
The what you mean by Purgator For as * as you can ſhelter yourſelves 
. under general words, you think you are ſafe enough ; but when we once 


bring you to a fuller explication of your meaning, Pargatory itſelf is not 

half ſo evident as thoſe Impoſtures are whereby you would maintain it. 
1s But for our clear underſtanding this Controverſie, we wuſt find out what 
he your Doctrine is concerning it; for, as confident as you are of it, there are 
Us not a few among you who are afraid to declare what you mean by it, leſt 
- by that means the World ſhould ſee how far it is from having Foundation 
ch either in Scripture or Antiquity. We are therefore told by ſome who 


2 either are aſhamed of the ine itſelf, or loth to betray their Cauſe 
ls, (by declaring themſelves) that your Church requires no more than 
if to believe that their is a Purgatory, for which they avouch the Council 
fe of Trent, which only defines That the ſousd Doctrine concerning Purga- 2 
or tory ſhould be taught. This was indeed neceſſary to be ſaid by ſuch who do | 
4 not at all believe the Roman Doctrine concerning it, whatever they pre- 
to tend; but rather agree with the Greet Church about the Middle ſtate . 
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The Senſe of the Fathers concerning Purgatory. Part. Ill, 
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ed. Salmaſ. 
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P. 398, 


But although the Council of Trent did not exprelly define what they meant 
by Purgatory; yet the ſenſe of the Council concerning it, is eaſie to be ga- 
thered from the comparing of places together in it. For the Cowneil of Trent 
in the laſt Seſinn when it paſſed the Decree of Pargatory reſerrs us. to two 
things, by which we may fully underſtand the meaning of it; For in the 
Preface to the Decree, it ſaith, That the Catholick Church had, in this and for- 
mer Oecumenicul Councils, taught thut there was a Purgatory ; by which we 
may underſtand, What this Pargazory#,” which was now decreed, and you 


ſay, we are bound to believe it as an Article of Faith. Now in all the for. 


mer Decrees and Anathematiſus of the Council, there is no place which 
ſeems to concern the Doctrine of Pareutory, ſo much as the thirtieth Ana- 
thema of the ſixth Seſſion in theſe words, Si guisita reatumpene æteruæ deleri 
dixerit; ut nullus remaneat yeatus pæme tempuralis exſolvendz vel in hoc ſeculo 
del in futuro in Pargatorio, antequam ad ri gun caloram aditus patere poſſit; 
Anathema ſit. If am one ſhall uffiym that the guilt of eternal paniſhment is ſo 


forgiven, as that there remains no guilt of temporal puniſhment to be paid, either 


in this life, or hereafter in Purgatory ; before there can be any entrance into the 
Ringilom of Henven; let them be Anathema. From whence it evidently fol. 
lows, that the Doctrine of Purgatory as it is taught by the Council of Trent 
doth depend upon this Principle, That there is 4 guilt of temporal puniſhment 
remaining after Ie ſin is pardoned, which temporal puniſhment is to be ſatisfied 
for, either in this life, or in Purgatory. So that all thoſe who are in Purgato- 
7y are there on that account, that they might ſatisfie the Juſtice of God for 
the temporal puniſhment of fin. For the guilt of moral ſin being remitted by 
the merits of Chriſt, the puniſhment is ſuppoſed ſtill to remain, which being 
exchanged from eternal to temporal by the tens of the Church, this pumiſbment 
remains to he ſatisfied for, in the pains of Pargatory. But this puniſhment 
being temporal, the poſſibility of a releaſe from them 1s neceſſarily ſuppoſed 
before the day of Judgment; for the Council of Trent in the Decree of Pur- 
gatory, declares that the Souls there detained are relieved by the prayers of 
the Faithful, and eſpecially by the ſacrifice of the Altar. Whish in the 22d Seſſi- 
on, it faith, is offer*d pro defunctis in Chriſto nondum ad plenum purga- 
tis, for the departed in Chriſt not yet fully purg d. So that the ſatisſaction of the 
debt of temporal puniſhment whichremaims when the ſen is pardoned, und the tran- 


flation of Souls from thence to Heaven by the prayers of the living and the ſacri- 
fice of the Maſs, are the main Foundations of the Doctrine of your Charch 


concerning Pi#gztory. | 

And'this will further appear by the ſtate of the Controverſie between 
the Greek and Latin Church upon this Subject. For the main thing which 
the Greeks objected againſt the Latins, was this temporary puniſhment for 
{in, in a future ſtate: For they ſay, in their Apology delivered into the Coun- 
cil of Baſil, Ne own mo Purgatory fire, nor any temporary puxiſinmeat by fire 
which ſhall have an emd; for we received no ſuch thing by tradition, mor doth 
the Eaſtern Church:confeſs it. And afterwards; We dem that any Souls paſs 
through this life to eternal fire ; for in ſaying ſo, me ſhoald menten the conſent 
of the whole Church: and it is to befear'd, if we ſhould aſſert ſuch a temporary 


fire, that People mould be apt to believe, that all the fire in the other life were 


only temporary; by which means they would fall into ſuch neglect and careleſneſs, 
that they would make the more fuel for eternal fire. Andtheretbre they con- 
clutle, That they neither have wor ſhall aſſert an) ſuch Purgatom fire. But 
you would ſeem to perſwade us, That the Conteft between the Greets and 
Latins was only, wihether the fire of Purgatory were material or n,; For you 
lay, The Greeks-in the Council of Florence never doabted in the leaſt meaſure, 


ur 
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nt por denyed Purgatory it ſelf, but only queſtion d, Whether the fire were materi- 

u- al or metaphorical, But if you ſpeak of thake Greeks, — . held to what 

mt was u (yy in the Grerk-Cherch ; you are very much deceived 

vo therein, for the ſenſe of the Greek urch was fully delivered by them in 

he this Apalagy, pen'd, as is ſupoſedy, by Marcus Epheſeus but the Year before 

- at the Council of Baſil; and herein they not only diſpute againſt the fire, but 

ve againſt any ſuch ſtate of 8 after this liſe, by the undergoing any 

ou temporary puniihment ſor ſin. For thus that Apology ends; For. theſe 

"i cauſes,the Doctrine propoſed of 4 Purgatory Fire is tobe caſt | al ITY 

ch out of the Church, as that which tends to ſlacken the endea- aid rd dia rip nd en vor Nis 
4 vours of the diligent, and which hinders them from doing 4g I Sella, r bete, ret, 
eri their utmoſt to purge themſelves in this Life, ſince another Tvis axouFaior, e ae jad af 
lo pargation is eapeited. after it. Is not this plain enough 777TH, £20 6% 6 
3 tor their denial of any ſtate of pergetion afterthis Life, | une iriexs ua geber. F. 93. | 
fo by which Men amght fatisfie for the temporary pu- "mW 

er niſhment of fin, and be tranſlated out ofthe ſtate to the Kjngdowm of Hea- 

ho ver? And thence, although in the Bull of Union publiſhed by Eagenius 
N. 4. at the concluding the Horentine Council, no more was concluded, than 

ut | that thoſe penitents who departed this Life, before they had ſatisfied for their 

11 former Hint by worthy fruits of Penence, ſhould have their Sgpls purged after 

2d death, penis purgatoriis, with Purgatory Puniſbments, yet Marcus Eugenius , 
0. utterly refuſed to ſubſeribe it thus; which certainly he would never have 

or done if all the Controverſie had been only, Whether the fire were real or me- 

Wy taphorical, And the whole Greek Church utterly refuſed thoſe terms of uni- 4!2honſ. a ca- 
8 on, and therefore Alphonſus 4 Caſtro recounts the * Pargatoryamon = .f. 
Ut the Errors of the Greets. The Greeks indeed do not believe that any Sou 

It enjoy the beatiſicial Viſion before the day of Judgment, and on that account 

d they allow of Prayer for the dead, not with any reſpect to a deliverance of 

7 Souls out of Purgatory, but to the participation of their Happineſs at the 

F great Day. But there * of difference between this Opinion, and 

|- that of your Church; for they believe all Souls of Believers to be in expecta- 

1 tion of. the final Judgment, but without any temporary puniſhment for 

e ſin, or any releaſe from that puniſhment by the Prayers of the living, which 

— your Church aſſerts; and is the proper ſtate of the Queſtion concerning Par- 

% gatory. Which is not, Whether there be any middle ſtate wherein the Souls 

h of the Faithful may continue in expectation of the final conſummation of 


their Happineſs at the great day; nor, Whether it be lawful in that ſenſe 
for the Church on earth to pray for departed Souls in order to their final juſti- 
fication at the day of Judgment, or in St. Paul's tobe That God would have 
mercy on them in that day; but, Whether there be ſuch a fate, wherein the 
Souls of Men undergo a temporary Puniſhment for Sin, the guilt being par- 
doned, out of which they may be zeleaſed by the Prayers ofthe living, and 
tranſlated from Pargatory to the K;nzdow of Heaven, before the day of Reſur- 
rection. This is the true ſtate of the Queſtion between us and the Church 
of Rome; and now we come to examine, Whether your Doctrine concern- 
ing Purgatory be either an Article of Faith, or Apoſtolical Tradition; which 
how confidently ſoever you may aſſert, we ſhall find your confidence 
built on very little Reaſon. 
Which we may the eaſier believe, ſince there are ſo many among your F. 4; 
ſelves, who do not think themſelves obliged to on this Doctrine of your 
Church concerning Pargatory. .Nay, we have not only the confeſſion of 
ſeveral of your Party, that your Doctrine of -Purgatory was not known in 
the Primitive Church, as Alphonſus à Caſtro, Roffenſis, Polydore, &c. 2 of 
others, 
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others, that it cannot be ſufficiently proved from Scrzptare, as Petrus à Soto, 
Perionius, Bullenger, whoſe Teſtimonies are produced by others; but there 
are ſome Perſons of note among you, who have expreſly denyed the Do- 
rine itſelf, and confuted the pretended reaſons Which are given for it. 


Picherellus de Petrus Picherellus, ſaith, There is no fuel 1 be found in Stripture, either to kindle 


Miſſa c. 2. 
p. 150. 


or maintain the fire of Purgatory ; and which after wards he largely diſproves 
in his excellent Diſcourſe de Miſsa. Father Barns ac. 


Punitio ergo in Purgatoria eſt res in opinione knowled Bo That the ee of ſouls in Pur gatory is 
2 


humans poſita : que nec ex Scripturis nec 
Patribus, nec Conciliis deduci poteſt firmi- 


4 thing which hes meerly in humane _— which cannot 


rer: Immo, ( ſalvo melieri judicio) oppo be firmly deduced from Scriptures, Fathers, or Councils, 
9 eis conformior videtur. Barns Te 4, (ſaith he, with ſubmiſſion to better Judgments ) the 


atholico. Rom. Pacif. ſeQ. 9. I. D. ad 


fin. Paralip. 


oppoſite opinion ſeems more agreeable to them, But later 
than theſe, you cannot but know, Who it is here at 
home, that hath not only pull'd down the ſuperſtructure, but raſed the ve- 
ry Foundations of your Doctrine of Purgatory in his diſcourſe de medio Ani. 
marum ſtatu : wherein he profeſſedly diſproves the Doctrine of your Church 
(though he is loth to own it to be ſo) in this particular, and ſhews at large, 
that it hath no foundation at all, either in Scripture, Autiquity, or Reaſon.But 
if your Doctrine of Purgatory be to be believed as an Article of Faith, and 
Apoſtolical Tradition if any be; How come theſe differences among your 
ſelves about it ? How comes that Author not to be Anſwered, and his rea- 
ſons ſatisfied ? But if you be not agreed among yourſelves, What this Ay. 
ticle of Faith is, you are moſt unreaſonable Men, to tell us, We are as much 
bound to believe it as the Trinity, or Incarnation. We ask you, What it is we 
are bound to believe? You tell us, according to the ſenſe of your Char, 
The Puniſhment of Souls in a fature ſtate, out of which they may be delivered by 
the Prayers of the Faithful, and tranſlated into the Kjngdom of Heaven ; Ano- 
ther hedenyes all this, and faith, We are in effect only bound to believe, 
That faithful Souls do not enjoy their full Happineſs till the Reſarrection, and 
that there is no deliverance at all out of any ſtate in which Mens ſouls are af. 
ter death, till the day of Judgement; and that the prayers of the Church, on- 
iy reſpect that Day ; but that the former Doctrine is fo far from being an 
Article of Faith, that it is contrary to Scripture, Antiquity and Reaſon. If ſuch 
a ſtate of expectation wherein faithful Souls are at reſt (but according todif- 
ferent degrees of grace which they had at their departure hence, and look 
for at the day of Reſurrection, when they ſhall have a perfect conſummation 
of their bliſs) were all the Pargatory which your Church aſſerted, the breach 
might be far nearer cloſing as to this Article, than now it is. For although 
we find ſome particular Perſons ready to give a fair and tolerable ſenſe of 
your Doctrine herein; yet we cannot be ignorant, that the General appre- 
henſion and ſenſe of your Charch is direQly contrary ;and thoſe Perſons who 
have diſcovered the freedom of their judgments as to this end and other par- 
ticulars, know how much it concerns them to keep a due diſtance from 
Rome, if they would preſerve the freedom of their Perſons. But you are not 
one of thoſe that hath cauſe for any ſuch fears: for whatever Hellarmin 
faith, you are ready to ſwear to it, and accordingly ſet your ſelf to the de- 
fence of Purgatory upon his principles; which are far more ſuitable to the 
Doctrine of your Church, than to Scripture or Antiquity. 

But becauſe this Controverſie is not managed between his Lordſhipand 
you about the ſenſe of the Scripture, but the Fathers concerning it; I mult 
therefore enquire, Whether your Doctrine of Purgatory were ever owned 


by the Fathers as an Article of Faith or Apoſtolical Tradition. And that! my 
„ fig 
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they cannot, all put together 
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the more fully clear it, before I come to examine your prooſs for it, I ſhall 
lay down ſome general Conſiderations. 


i. Nothing out to be looked on as an Article of Faith among the Fathers, | 
but what they declare, that they believe on the account of Divine Revelation. 


As to all other things which they aſſert, we may look on them as private 


opinions of particular Perſons, but not as ſuch things which were received 


as Articles of Faith. For whatſoever is received as ſuch, it muſt be Abou 
on the account of God's revealing it, who only can oblige us to believe wit 
that aſſent which is required to Faith. And if it be ſo as to all other things, 
much more certainly as to the future ſtate of ſouls,of which we can know no- 
thing certain] without Divine Revelation. For ſince the remiſſion offims,and 
the happineſs of the future 4 ee upon the goodneſs and mercy of God,we 
can define nothing as to theſe things any further than God hath declared 
them. If God hath declared that remiſſion of ſins lyes in the taking away the 
obligation to puniſhment, it will be a contradiction to ſay, That he pardons 
thoſe whom he exacts the Puniſhment of ſin, from purely to fatisfie bis ju- 


ſtice; if he hath declared,that the ſouls of the faithful are in joy and ſelicity 


as ſoon as they are delivered out of this finful World, it is impoſſible they 
ſhould unſufferable pain though not to etermity. I diſpute not now, 
Whether he hath fo revealed theſe things, but that it is impoſſible for any 
thing to be looked on as an Article of Faith, but what hath clear Divine Re- 
velation for it. And therefore, although many Teſtimonies of the Fathers 
might be produced one way or other, às o theſe things; when they ſpeak 
only their own fancies and e not what God hath revealed, 
make the opinion they affert to be an Article of 
Faith. Nothing is more apparent, than that the tching carioſity of humane 
nature to know more than God hath revealed, concerning theſuture ſtate of 
Souls, did betimes diſcover itſelf in the Church. But the ſtrange diverſity 
of theſe Imaginations were a ſufficient evidence, that they ſpeak not by 
any certain Rule, but according to their different fancies; and therefore 
that they did not deliver any Doctrine of Faith, but only their own pri- 
vate opinions. If you would therefore prove, that the Fathers did own 
Purgatory as an Article of Faith, you muſt not think it enough, to prove; 
that one or two of the Fathers did ſpeak ſomething tending to it, but that 
all who had occaſion to mention it, did ſpeak of it as ths Doctrine of the 
Church, and that which came from an immediate Divine Revelation. 
2. There is no Reaſon; That ſbauld be looked op as an Article of Faith, which, 
"they who ſeemed to aſſert it moſt, did build on ſuch places, which hey acknow- 
ledged themſelves to be very obſcure, For ſince they deduced it from Scri- 
pture, it is apparent that they did not believe it on the account of any un- 
written word, or Divine Revelation conveyed meerly by Tradition; and 
ſince they confeſs the places to be very difficult, it is unreaſonable to 
judge, that they looked on that as a matter of Faith, which they ſuppoſed 
was contained in them. As for inſtance, St. Auſtin in ſeveral 2 


N ts, Aug. de fide 


& 


that all things neceſſary to be believed are clearly revealed in Seriptare, oper. c. 15,16. 


2nd withal he ſays, that the place x Cor. 3. 1 5. is very difficult and obſcure, 
and that it is one of thoſe places in St. Paul, which St. Peter faith are hard 
to be underſtood; and therefore it is not conceivable that St. Auſtiu ſhould 
make any thing a matter of Faith, which he founds upon this place. And 
this is the great and almoſt only conſiderable Pa ce, which he or the reſt 
of the Fuer did inſiſt on, as to the nature of that ungation which was to 
3. That 


be in a future ſtate. : 
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3. That cannut be logked on as an Article of Faith to ſuch Perſons, who ex- 
preſs their own dotbts concerning the truth of it. For whatever is owned 
as an Article of Faith by any Perſon, is thereby acknowledged to be fr 
believed by him. Now upon our enquiry into the Fathers we ſhall fn, 
the firſt Perſon who ſeemed to aſſert that apy, faithful Souls paſſed throug 
a fire of purgation before the day of judgment, Was St. Auſtin : but he delivers 
his judgment with ſo much fear and, heſitancy, that any one may eaſily 
ſce that he was far from making it an Article of Faith. We thuſt con- 
ſider then, that in St. Augaſtin's titng, there were many, who though they 
deny'd Origen's Opinion as to the Salvation at laſt of all Perſons; yet were 

very willing to believe it, as to all thoſe who dyed in the Communion of 
the Charch, that — they paſſed through the flames of Hell for their 
ſins, yet at laſt they Id be ſaved ; and for this they _ inſiſted on 
1 Cor. 3.15. where it is ſaid, That ſome ſhould be ſaved, but as by fire, Such, 
ſay they, build upon the foundation gold, ſilver, precious ſtones, who to their 

| Faith add good works : But they, hay, wood, and ſtubble, whoſe life is contrary 

1 to their Faith; and yet theſe latter, they aſſerted ſhould come to Heaven at laſt, 

; but they muſt undergo the torments of Hell firſt. Againſt theſe St. Auſtin 

| writes his book de fide & operibus, wherein he proves that ſuch as live in 


i + ſin ſhall be finally excluded the Kingdom of Heaven; and when he. comes to 
| the interpretation of that place, hegiyes this account of it, That thoſe who 
L do ſo love Chriſt, as rather to part with all things for him than to loſe him, 
| but yet have too great a love tothethings ofthe world,ſhall ſuffer griefand 
F 


At. de fu. e loſs on that account. Sve ergo in hic vita tantum homines iſta patiuntur, ſive 
"per. c. 16. etiam poſt hanc vitam talia quedam judicia ſubſequuntur ; non abhorret, quantum 
arbitror, a ratione vreitatis iſte intellectus hujus ſententiæ. Whether, fich he, 

Men ſuffer theſe things in this life, or Fs Judgments follow after it; I ſuppoſe 

this Senſe of S. Pauls meaning is not diſſonant from truth. So far was he from 

being certain of it, that he puts in, quantum arbitror, as far as I ſuppoſe; and 

yet he would not define, whether that loſs which they were to ſuffer were 

Enchirid.c.6g. Only in this life or no. And, in his Enchiridion to Laurentius, where he diſ- 
putes the very ſame matter, he ſaith, Tale aliquid poſt han vitam fieri incredi- 

bile non eſt; x utrum ita ſit queri poteſt, & aut inveniri aut latere, Nonnullos 

fideles per ignem quendam purgatoriam, quanto magis minuſve bona * 


dilexerunt, tanto tardius citiuſve ſalvari. It is not incredible that ſuch a thi 7 
ſhould be after this life, and it may be enquired after whether it be found to be t. 
or no, that ſome 4 by Souls paſo through a purging fire, and are ſaved ſooner = t 
or later according to the degree of their affettion to worldly things. Will any Man 


in his wits think that St. Auſtin ſpake this of any matter of Faith, or that 
was generally received in the Church as an Apoſtolical Tradition ? Did he 
ever ſpeak ſo concerning the Trin:y or the Incarnation of Chriſt which you 
parallel with Pargatory ? What would Men have thought of him, if he had 
ſaid of either of thoſe Articles, It is not incredible they may be true, and it 
may be inquired into whether they be or no? Whatever then St. Auſtin's pri- 
vate opinion was, we ſee he delivers it modeſtly and doubtfully, not ob- 
truding it as an Article of Faith, or Apoſtolical Tradition if any be. And 
the very ſame he repeats in his Anſwer to the firſt Queſtion of Dulcitius; 

ſo that this was all that ever he aſſerted as to this Controverſie. What 
you offer to the contrary from other places of St. Auſtin ſhall be conſidered 

in its due place. | 4 N 

4. Where any of the Fathers build any Doctrine upon the ſenſe of doubtful 
places of S cripture, we have no farther Reaſon to believe that Doctrine, * we 
| | ave 
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enquiry is taken off from the n Fir»; and ifxetlo upon the 

ſenſe of the c hich they and we both! rely wy For ſince they 

pretend themſelves to no gfeater evidlencę of tlie Mui of the Dine than 
ee 


ſuch places do afford] it is the great that the Argument to per 
ſwade us be not the Teftimony of the" but the evidence of the 
place it ſelf. Unleſs it be evident ſome'&ther way/that there was an uni- 
verſal Tradition in the Church from the'" Apoſtles time concerning” it, and 
that the only deſign of the Father was, toi \forne particular place to 
it, But then ſuch a Tradition muſt be eldred from ſomething elſe, beſides 
the ſenſe of ſome ambiguous places of Scripture, and that Tradition mani- 
feſted to be Univerſal both as to time and place 
Theſe things being premiſed, I nd come partictifitly toexamiĩne the evi- 
dence you bring, That all the Fathers both Greet an Lam did conſtantly teach 
Purgatory from the” Apoſtles times, and conſequently that imat be held for an A. 
poſtolical Tradition or nothing can be. "And as you follow Bellarmin in your 
way of proving it, ſo muſt I follow you and he Uivides his proofs you fa 
into two ranks. Firſt, Such who affirm prayer for the Dead. 2. Such who in the 
ſucceſſive Ages of the Church did expreſly affirm Purgatomy. Firſt, with thoſe 
who, affirm prayer for the Dead; Which (you ſay) doth neceſſarily inferr Purgato- 
ry, whatever the Biſhop wainly inſinuates tothe contyary. The Queſtion then be- 
tween us is, Whether that prayeg for the Dead which'was uſed in the ancient 
Church, doth neceſſarily inferr, Rat Purgatory was then acknowledged? This 
you affirm; for, ſay you, If there were no other place, or condition of being for 
departed Souls, but either Heaven or Hell, ſurely it were a vain thing to pray for 
the Dead ; eſpecially to pray for the remiſſion of their Sins,'or for their refreſhment, 
eaſe, reſt, relaxation be pains, as Ancients moſt frequently do. From whence, 
you add, that Purgatory is ſo undeniably proved, that the Relator finding nothing 
himſelf ſufficient to Anſwer, was forced to put us off to the late Primate of Ar- 
magh's Anſwer to the Jeſuit's Challenge. Which, you fay, Ton have peruſed,and 
find only there, that the Author proves that which none of you deny, viz. That the 
prayers and commemorations uſed for the Dexd had referente to more Souls tam 
thoſe in Purgatory. Bat, you attempt to prove, That the nature and kind of thoſe" 
Prayers do imply that they were'intended for 'other ends, than meerly thut the Body 
mig hi be. gloriſied as well as the Soul, and to praiſe God for the final happy end of 
the deceaſed : Whereas that Anſwerer of the Jeſuit would, you Tay, by his allega- 
tid#s inſinuate to the Reader à conceit, thut it was 'uſed only for thoſe two reaſons 
and no other; Which, you ſay, you muſt needs avouch to be moſt loudly untrue, 
and ſo manifeſtly contrary to the Doctrine and practice of the Fathers, as nothing 
can be more. A high charge againſt two moſt Reverend and learned Primates - 
together : nn the one, as not being able to Anſwer, and therefore turning it 
off to the other; againſt the other, for publiſhing moſt loud untruths, inſtead of 
giving à true account of the grounds of the Church's practice. Tt ſeems, you 
thought it not honour enough to overcome one, unleſs you led the other 
in triumph alſo; but you do neither ofthem, but only in — own faney and 
imagination. And never had you leſs cauſe to give out ſuch big words than 
here, unleſs it were to amuſe the Spectators, that they might not ſeehow 
you fall before them. For it was not the leaſt diſtruſt of his ſufficiency to 
Anſwer, which made his Lordſhip to put it off to the Primate of Armagh, 
but becauſe he was prevented init by him, Who (as he truly faith) had very 
learnedly and at large ſet domm ot her reaſons which" the Ancients gave for Prayer 
for the dead without any intention * FA them from Purgatory. Which are > 
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Anſwer to 
the Jeſuits 
challenge, 


P. 195. 


P. 204. 


V. 224. 


ours, and publickly pronounced to be a happy Man, and admitted into the. Society 
ef the Saints; and TT the Biſbop prays, that God would , him 2 i 


aud of the living, into the boſoms of Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob, inta the 
ſhewys that the funeral Ordinances of the Church were appointed to ad- 


| joyed the pleaſures of everlaſting life ; and yet ſubjoyns his Orizons for them, 


good, but evil livers alſo, unto whom 5 firſt Inſtitution they were ne- 


primary Intention of the Church in her 
| | : wigs: _— 6 a 


only different from; but And onſiſtenr with, the'' belief of Purgatory ; Tor the 
clearing ofwhich/an@ VIndicating my Lord Prminte from youf calumimies 
rather than Anſwers/it will be necéffäry to Ride a brief account of His 
Diſcourſe on that Subſect! He tells us Uietefbr at Beſt} That we are here 
prudently vo diſtinguiſh the Get ee ebe "of. the Church, from or 
private Opinions of particulur Doffors, uch waded further herein [than 
the general intend ment of the Ch did give them Warrant. Now, he 
evidently proves that the Nm Oblat ibi, and Prayers made for | 
Dead at the beginning had refefenttld ſuch as teſted from their 
and not unte Any Souls which were thought to be tormentedin that c 
jan Pur gata whereof there was no news ſtirring in thoſe dayes. Thi 
e gathers firft by the Practice of the ancient Ch#j/tians laid down by thi 
Authot of the Commentayies on Job, whe faith, The memorials of tlie Saint 
were obſerved as _ memorial ” reſt - = Souls * * — 17 that they 
therein rejoyced for their "refreſhing. St. Cyprian faith, they offered Sacti- 
fiees for them, whom he bw th 8 have Fecelved Ife eLord Palms 
and Crowns; and in the Author of the Eceleſiaſtical Hierarchy, the Party de. 
ceaſed is deſcribed by him to have departed this life repleniſbed with Divint 
joy, 4s now not fearing any change to worje, being come unto the end of all his la. 


tos 


: 


i » 


ins he had committed through humane infirmity, and bring him into the light ant 


place from whence pain, and forrow, and ſighing flyeth. And St. Chriſofion 


monith the living, that the Parties deceaſed were in 4 ſtate of joy 4 
not of grief; and therefore they ſung at the Burial, Return my Soul to th 
reſt, for the Lord hath dealt bountifully with thee. And this he proves like. 
wie from the Ancient LN wherein prayers are made for all Saint, 
Patriarchs, Prophets, Apoſtles, . Martyys, and others. And St. Ambroſe, 
after he had faid, That Valentinian and Gratian were both bleſſed, and u. 


Thus he prays for Theodoſius, of whom he had ſaid, That he enjoys wo, 
ing light, and continual 9 And ſo for his Brother Satyrus, whetr 
he had pronounced of him before, That he had entered into the Kjngdom of 
Heaven. The ſame doth Gregory \Nazianztn for his Brother 'Ceſarivs.. 
Now, Is it poſſible that you ſhould think that Prayer for the Dead, 35 
uſed in the Ancient Church, doth nectffarily infert Purgatory ; when they. 
who made theſe Prayers, did ſuppoſe thePerſons they made them for, tobe 
at reſt, and in joy, and in the Kjngdom of Heaven? And 1 Hope that 'isa 
different ſtate from that of Purgatory. "Therefore you ſee, it is not barely. 
proved, that ſome different accounts 5 given of Prayer for the Dead, but 
ſuch as are excluſive of it, and thoſe ſich as appear from the eldeſt timesof 
the Church, when ſuch Prayers were uſed. Now, having thus ſhewed, * 
for whom theſe Prayers were made, he proceeds to ſhew, of What kinds G 
they were, whereof, he faith, "ſore were Enchariſtical for the bleſſed ate; 17 
of the party deceaſed; others deprecaton, and petitory, that God would for- 5 
give him hi ins, keep him from Hell, And place him in che Kjnodiw tf, 
Heaven: which, though at firſt well meant, were turned to an ill uſe a-: 
terwards, when theſe interceſſiun began once to be applied not only tothe | 


ver intended. And he at large proves by very many examples, that the 5 
pplications- for the Dead, was, 


10 That 


=— 


* 


That the whole Man (not the Soul ſeparated onlyhmighsvegeive publick vi 


Chap. VI. The Senſe of the Fathersigo ey ) | 
ap. V enſe of the Fathers. ncer ning Purgatory 


miſſion of Sins, and a Solemn acquittal in the Judgment/of the great Day, 
and ſo obtain both a full eſcape from all the conſequentes of Sin,artd a per- 
fect conſummation of Bliſs and Happineſs. And of tlus nature he hews af- 


terwards were the Prayers of the Church uſed in EpiphaniaPs time, which P. «6s; 


Aerius was condemned for rejecting of; and he plainly proves, that the 
Church of Rome comes neerer the Opinion of Aerius, than they would ſeem 
to do. For they agree with Aerlus, in rejefting that kind of praying and 
offering for the Dead, which was uſed in the Church at that time; which 
was for ſuch as were believed to be in Bliſs. For, ſince the Namaniſts ſay, 
That without the ſuppoſition of Pargatory, Prayer for the Dead would 
be unprofitable, and at that time the Souls they prayed for, are ſuppoſed to 
be already in þiſs ; therefore they do as muc contin thoſe Prayers for 
the Dead, which were then ufed, as Aerius did. And it is very ſtrange, if 
the releaſing of Souls out of Purgatory, had been any ground then of pray- 
ing for the Dead, that Epiphanius, N his far fetcht Reaſons, ſhould 
never aſſign chat, which you think to be the only proper ground of ſuch 
Prayers. ws We ſee, what was the general — the Church in 
thoſe Prayers which were made for the Dead, and how far this was from 
inferring Purgatory, _ * 5 1 


| _ — | | * 
But beſides this, there were ſeveral ele 52 among the An» . 7. 


cient Fathers touching the place and condition of Souls 7 from their 
Bodies: and according to the ſeveral Apprehenſions which tl 
of, they made different interpretations and applications AH the Uſe of 
praying for the Dead; whoſe particular intentions and devotions in that 


kind, muſt of neceſſity therefore be diſtinguiſhed from the genen inten- 


tion of the whole Church. Thus there were two Opinions much in vqgae 
among many of the Fathers, via. f Souls being 7 in ſeeret receptacles till 
the day of Reſurrection, and the purging of them in the Fire of conflagration at 
the day of Judgment; of which Opinion were not only S. Augaſtin, but 
Origen, Lactantius, S. Hilary, & Ambroſe, and others. Now according 
to theſe Opinions they interpreted the De of praying for the Dead. And 
thence S. Auguſtin faith, That the Oblations and Alms aſually 
Church for all the Dead that received Baptiſm, were Thantigivings fars ſuch as 
were very 700d, Propitiations for ſuch as were not wery bad; but as 7a, fach, as 
mere very evil, although they were no helps of the Dead, yet werg they ſome und of con- 
ſolations of the Living; but this was only a private expoſition of the, Church's 


ch they had there- . 226, 


offered in the F. 207. 


* 


* 


meaning in her Prayers, becauſe it is not tg he found in the wrifings of the 


former Fathers; and, becauſe it ſuiteth not Well with the general practice 
of the Church, Which it intendeth to interpret. For it is ſomewhat too 
harſh an interpretation, to imagine that one and the ſame act of praying, 
ſhould be a petition for ſome, and for others only a Thankſgiving. Some other 
private Opinions there were beſides 
did not always caſt grievous ſinners imo Hell, bus that the Prayers of the Church 
mig hit keep them from being caſt ings» Hell ; another, That an augmentation of 
Glory might be — the Saints, and either a deaf eelntene⸗ or a 
diminution of torment at leaſt, obtained for the wicked; to which 8. 
ſoſtom and others incline. Beſides, there were different Opinions concern - P. 
ing the benefit Which the Dead received, by the Prayers of the, Livings. 
For the Author of the Queſtions and Anſwers in Juſtin Martyrs ! works, 
Gregory Nazianzen, Theodoret, Diodorus, Tarſenſis 
clude that there is no feleaſe to be expected for the Sins of thoſe who were 
dead. But others ſuppoſed, the 147 1 receive profit by the Won 
| . 


2 


— 


and S. Hierom, all con- F. 239! 


ſe, as that of Theophylabf, That God 7. n. 


. * 
* o 


* 
243: 


A 
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Phanuy: 
the true 


* 
4 


. 
7 


* 


and co t 
dergo any eee ains; but that they 
and in a bleſſed condition, but ſtill waiting 


Ek te 


_ thers had any particular Opinions concerning'the fate of the Dead,and'of 
en which 8 ſta | gad, 


a ofthe — fon remiſſion of cheir Su, or the -eeaſing of. their Pa- 
niſbment zi bumthæn wet not agreed as to the nature of the G, which 
might be ꝓandanedor the manner 


ofthe benbfivarhich 


ther thairipugifhmeyt were only leſſened, ur at daſt exſtinguiſbed. And Ste- 
uin Platius, tells us, Ibat though ſome . hel theſe things, yet 
ence of the C hanthmab // That none was fyerd from Punifh« 
ment. But that ſtill this vs a Queltigh in che Ghurch, Whether the Dead re- 
ceived: pra hy the Prayers of the aing, alrat Jeanned Hulhor more atlarge 


en mn e dne, e ery briefbxtractefhis Diſcourlejrhar 
you maydemthenceſee, how fatyby 


A pou are from gathering 


n 


pains Which 


30 1. 88. 2 | 
Re dation, tlutt even the Souls of googhMen, do not enjoy their ll 


por ün- 
labouis, 
Coming of Cb Abt uh whh'a — expeQation 
rious Coming of CH that they. may thenmeceive the reward 
for them betore-the beginning of the World. But, Whether thoſe 
in Heaven as it notes a places and not · a Rate ) Mhether the i- 


for the Gloxi 


_ grees of thęix Happineſs be proportionable (till the great day) tothe Age 
| of grace, Finchen had When they left the World, are Queſtions of 1 


. curioſity, than neceffity to be-raſolv@d. Butyas long as the Seripture deth 


5 | X th as to-rewardsand 
puniſhments, we dꝗ not gondemnthe prafjjce of the Auen L ir chimthoſe 
prayers which did thus reſpect the day a Reſurre dium. If any of thit Fa- 


came to them by the Erayens of the Living; we are 80 


mate * todeſend chend than ov are co deſend whote hom vu 


acknowledge to hold, that no Sguls did enjoy,the-beprifical:wifren hefort the 


àay of Judgment, Sein Whom Bellerwin.' amd, others düpnte at do 


Since you therefore conſeſs yourſelves, that ſome of the 
Fathers did for many Ages hold erroneous Qpinions concerning the fate 25 
e 


art 7 


they reteived, whe - 
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da ſes, you have 
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the Dead, With w hat reaſon can you preſs us withtherTeſti a 1 ids p ? I 


(whom, yon reſuſe yourſelues ? And ſiboe they hat ſw H different Opi- 
ions congernimg the ſtate of Sovls, it ſeems ſtrange be n of wenn (ar 
eaſt till St. Aaguſtius time) R of \Pirrg ation, 
-whereby: they might be frted from'jiains before the duyvef Judgment. 
3 we find * K on that 

oy Which you call-4 Nen Fal, any puniihment, 
high they who.dyed in Evol with Bah Eng aue Death 
and Judgment, out of Wiüch they mpeclivered hy the Prayersof the 
MAving. Many of them indeed ſuppcled hat Salt were ev in /ccrer re- 


ins equal to the damned, much leſs chat any Soul 
- upon the interceſions.made fot: them; others 
Seals of all good Men wereat laſt to paſs thorov the Ne Of cunflagration at 


* 


Wus unthonght of,and was not eonceived till aftetwardsy through the no- 
gause and Super 


fit of ſome, countenanced by pretended apparitions and 


ulſions of Souls departed, tall at laſt itgrew to he one of the favourite Opin 

ear, how very much 
a | Payer for the Dead, as 7 
1 uſed in the Romambureh, doth necefſatily ſuppoſe Purgatory ; 4, 


Ons pkslie Roman Church. From whenceit may | 
you re deceived, hen u. would ipferr, beca 


— 


** | | 

"therefore it muſt do ſo in the Ancient Church: for; altho? we ſhoul grant 
u / Er fuppos'd hich Upps ey tem, 

zantent, that may be ſupposd By you, which Was not at all ſuppos d hy them, 

nor could be infer'd from what theyiid. And yet it is plain, that in ſome 

ed the Prayers for the Saints, into Prayers to them: 


the ſame Prayers to be ſtill u 


yet ſince they are uſed for ᷣ qu 


ceptacles 5 but they Were far from aſſarting that the under Vent at all at K 
eaufflated Gene: | 
that the 
. either 
eſcape, or haye their tor ments mitigated; but all this while your. Pargatory © 
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7 


For,whereas in the 0 bm — Sucramentary, it was, Grant unto us, O Lord, Anſwer to 
t the 


that this ablation may profi 


Soul of thy Servam Leo; in the latter Books it the Jeſuit, 


FO turned into this, Grant anto us, O Loyd, that by the interceſſion of thy Show ant P. 210. 


Leo, this olintion may profit as. From whence you' may ſee, that your Prayers 
univer- 


are changed from what they were: the Ancient Church pra 


ally for all Sæints and Martyrs ; but you think it a diſparagem to them 
to ing for them and thertiore from you kind of Pra the Dead, we 


may well ſay, that Pargatum is ſuppoſed; but we cannorpoſſiblyinferr 'it 
or ſuch, who, iF any, werd ſuppoſed 
LG | Nene. Li V3 


— '- wm . 7 
uite different from tlie Ancient, 
| ; becauſe none of them did He- 
eve that Doctrine of Purgatory, Which you aſſert. But herein we muſt 
allow your footſteps, and conſicler the many Authorities which you pro- 
due our of Beilarmin, and undertake to vindicate in behalf c 

| 6Uunterfeit, and 
the pla oes ſuppoſitions; of thoſe that are true, fone ſpeak only of Comme- 


rom. thoſe Prayers which were made id 
ima ſtate of Bliſs and Happineſs.  ” Ii 
And that the intention of your Church ig 
We now come more fully to make agile? 


. 
. 


Which I give this general Anſwer, 'Phat'fome Authors are 


-widnation- of the Dead, and Oblatinur made for them; qthers 


e da 
af Rtſurreſtion, and the Fre of Canſlugrutibn, others the Pergin of the 1 
others only of a purgation in this liſe; but none of them all ſpeak of any Py- 
284t9-painsof thoſe who dys in faybur' with Ge, Which 7 undergo as 
1s from mhente they may be delivered by the ars 
'only ring yelling prove from them. And 
Particulars, as the7 


1 n 

the Living; which is | 

this Lcome to make appear by the exaniinatianipf 
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The £:ſ{t you begin with, is, Dronyſins Areopagita ; and, Is not he, ſay 

b. 361. you, an Author of the firſt three hundred years? As though this had ne- 
ver been queſtioned by any ? If you had asked, Whether he had been an 

Ancient and Learned Author, living ſometime within the firſt four hun- 

dred years ; you ſhould not have met with any oppoſition from me. But 

if you would needs have him to be the true Piomſius, you muſt prove it * 

better than by meer referring us to what Bellarmine, Baronius, and Del. 5e 

Rio have ſaid upon that Subject; and you were very ſtrangly deceived when 


| V. | | * #7 lon 

u ſay, That only Eraſmus, aud Valla, and ſome few others, did doubt of it: =_ 

Gat at > ent fifuppofe few Learned Men doubt of the matter, For, even 2 * 

De confirm. lay min himſelf e doubts of it; and, What think you of Hibertas, Sirmon. The 
1 2.6.7- dus, Launæus, Pavia? Are not all theſe with you learned Men, who have ts 
all declared their doubts of it? and fo will any ene elſe do, that impar. 75 

tially examines the Arguments brought on both ſides. But we have no 5 h 

reaſon to inſiſt longer upon this, ſince you ſay, It is ſufficient, that he is ac- 2 
 knonledged for a Writer of oo Antiquity ; Well, But what is it then this 4 5 

Author faith ? only that Prayers were made for the deceaſed party, that God 5 

would forgive his Siys, and place him in the Light and Countrey of the Living: "he 

But, ſay you, both the Archbiſhop and Primate would have thought that Man 45 


a Papiſt, who would havegnade the like prayer for his deceaſed Friend in their 
| 2 And very 8000 reaſon chey eight have to think ſo, when they 1 
p know beforehand that your inteption of praying for the Dead, is, to deli. 
| ver their Souls from the pains of Purgatory; hut, if they had heard one uſe 
ſuch a Prayer in the Ancient Church, they could not have ＋ it was 
Die. Aren. for any ſuch intention, ſince the ſame _— in Dionyſtus is ſaidto be reple- 
de Eecleſ. Hier. niſbed with Divine Joy, and nat N any change to the worſe, but knowing 
1 well that the good things poſſeſſed, ſhall be firmly and l enjoyed ; as 
he ſpeaks at his entrance upon tha Diſcourſę: And, F this be in effect t 
teach Purgrtory, as you would have it, you mutt ſet your Purgatory a great 
deal higher than you do; for, you fay, It is but an wpper Region of Hell, a 
little after, when Dionyſius ſpeaks of thoſe who were in a Region of reſt 

and Happineſs. . "BY . | 
Your ſecond Author is Tertullian; and three Citations you produce 
De Coron. M43. Out of him. In the firſt, he only mentions the Oblations for the Dead, which 
li. e. 3. we have confeſſed to be uſed already, but without any reſpect to Purgatory. 
Pe Mens In the ſecond, a mention is made of begging of God refrigerium, refreſhment 
for the Soul of one departed : this were ſomething to the purpoſe, if you had 
firſt proved, that Tertullian did ſuppoſe that Soul to be then in the pains of 
Purgatory; for then it were but teaſon to think this refrigerium did relate to 
the caſing of them. But he elſewhere tells us, what he means by this refrige- 
c. Mare. 1.4. rium, Sinus Hbra'e interim refrigerium præbiturus eſt animabus juſtorum, by 
FE which he underſtands not any deliverance from pains, but contentment in 
expectation of the future Reſarrection. It was the ardency of the deſire 
after that which made them pray for this refrigeriam, not out of any punſb- 
ment they were ſuppoſed to be under for Sin, but their earneſt 2 — 
of future glory. a, ſince they ſuppoſed: different degrees of refreſhment 
which the Souls had in the beſom of Abraham, this prayer only notes the de- 
fire of the continuance and increaſe of it, and not being under preſent pains 

for the want of it. | P 

W In the laſt place of Tertullian, you would fain have the Curcer infernus to 
6. 3% ] be Purgatom, but he means no more by it than Hades, or the common re- 
ceptacle of Souls till the day of Reſurrection, which Irenæus calls locum invi- 


rg {5-09 ſbilem, which renders exactly, in which he makes Souls to ſtay till the 
| _ 4% 


— err 
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thouſand years; for ſo he makes the 
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day of Reſurrectian; and Tertullian explains himſelf afterwards, when he 
ſa yes, Conft Huimus omnem animam 122 Inferos ſequeſtrari in diem Domini; 
and therefore Bellarmin 17 er e one of tho 8 . 
that no Souls did enjoy the beatifical vifton,.. till the 4% of Nac, - AT |; 
which time he ſuppoſed the order of ries” to be according to the de- 
prees ofholineſs ; and therefore he makes the puniſhment of Souls-not to 
any Purgatory pains, but. 2 mora weſurrettionss,. that they ſhould be 

longer before they riſe from the dead towards the latter end of the 

of Chriſ?'s Rei N ee en cee 

ears Ot Chriſt's Reign upon earth; and, as the hig -of Chriſtians 
Thould rife in the beginning of it, ſo others in their order cok: ing ws 
degrees, and the moſt ſlothful and negligent to be, puniſhed mora reſurre- 
clonis, by their Refurrection being deferred to the concluſion of it. By 
which we may fully underſtand Tertulian's meaning, Judex in cacerem te 
mandet infernum, unde non dimittaris, niſi modico quoque delicto mord re- 
ſurrectionis expenſo ; by which lower Priſon he intends neither Hell nor 
Purgatory, but the common receptacle of Souls, wherein they were held till 
they R riſe ſooner or latter according to the meaſure of their graces a 
and ſins. | n | 

The next place to be examined, is the noted one of St. Cyprian, to Anto- F. 10. 


SER TL ef 
| ertullian to be one 


nianus: Where he gives an account of the difference between the lapſed 


Perſons who become penitents, and the Martyrs. Aliud eſt adveniam ſtare, 
aliud ad gloriam pervenire; aliud miſſum in carcerem non exire inde, donec 
ſol vat noviſſimum quadrentem; aliud ſtatim fidei & virtutis mercedem acci- 
pere ; alind pro peccatis longo dolorere emendari, & purgari diu igne, aliud 
peccata omnia ballen purgaſſe. It is one thing to ſtay in * and expectation 
of pardon, another thing to come preſently to glory; tis one thing to be caſt in- 
to priſon, and not to come out thence, till you have paid the laſt farthing ; ano- 
ther to receive preſently the reward of our Faith : *tis one thing to be amende, 
for ſins by long grief, and tobe purged with fire a great while ; another to have 
purge away all his ſins by ſaſfering —_— Did not S. Cyprian, ſay 
ou, think of Purgatory, when he taught this? No, that did he not, if we be- 
ieve your own Writers. For Rigaltius tells us, that S. Cyprian here ſpeaks 5 
of the ſeverities of Penance, which the lapſed Perſons under went in order Rll. ſewn: 
to pardon; and compares them with the prefent felicity. which Martyrs ad cpr. 68. 
were poſſeſſed ol. And this was that purging fire in order to their a- : 


 mendment, which he inſiſts on, to ſhew what great diſparity there was 


betweeen the ſtate of theſe Penitents, and the Martyrs; thereby to ſhew, 
that though Penitents were admitted by the Church, yet it was with fo 
much ſeverity, that might give little encouragement for Men to fall in 
Hopes of admiſſion. For that was the main thing which S. Cypriaz there | 
diſcourſes of, And thus likewiſe Albaſpinæus underſtands it, of ſuch who 4taſpin. ob- 
ſuffered penance all their Life-time, and were abſolved only at the point ere. L ae 
of Death ; theſe were they who were held in priſon till they paid the utmoſt 
farthing. Neither may it ſeem ſtrange that this ſhould be called a purging. 
fire; — S. Hierom deſcribing, the penance of Fabiola, ſaith, Sedit ſuper Hierom. ep. | 
carbones ignis, She ſate upon coals of fire ; and Pope Siricius in his Epiſtle to fav. 65 Oggen. 

immerius extant in the Councils, calls, perpetual penance, N 
penitudinis ignem, the purging fire of penance. And this ſeems a great 
deal more probable to be S. Cypriar's meaning, becauſe he ſpeaks moſt 
clearly of any of the Fathers of the immediate Happineſs of all God's Children 
after death, in his excellent Book of mortality ; wherein he comforts the 
Chriſtians of Carthage againſt the fears of death, by Reaſon of the raging 

Plague, 
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P. 363. 


De Purgat. l. 2. 
6. 1. 


Biblioth. I. 5. 
Annot. 190. 


$ixtus Sen, | 
Bibliot h. J. 5. 
Annot. 171. 


Comment. in 
Iſa. 66. ad fin. 


plague, which was then among them. Ie is for him, faith he, 10 fear 
death, that would not go to Chriſt; it is for him not 10 be willing to go to C hriſt, 
that doth not believe he ſhall begin to = with him; with much more to the 
ſame purpoſe throughout that Book, which, I pray read, and then tell 
me, Whether St. Cyprian did think of Purgatory or no. AT 
I wonder with what face you produce Origen's Teſtimony in behalf of 
your Doctrine of Purgatory, ſince Bellarmin confeſſes that he held all puniſb. 
ment to be only Purgatory ; and that this Opinion of his was condemned 
in the fifth Oecumenical Council. Bat, you ſay, in the place produced by you, 
he ſaith no ſuch thing, but that Men are purged according to the mixture 6 
Lead and Gold in them, but that thoſe who have all Lead, ſhall ſink down to 1 
bottomleſs pit for ever. Than which (you ſay) nothing can be ſpoken more clear. 
ly for Purgatory. To which a ſhort Anſwer {hall ſerve by this Dilemma 
either you have faithfully repreſented this place of Origen, or not: If you 
have, it is plain that Origen hath been infinitely abuſed, or elſe apparently 
contradicts himſelf; for you make him here plainly to aſſert the eternity 
of puniſhment, which the fifth General Council according to you infallibh 
condemned him for denying ; if you have unfaithfully repreſented him, 
then ſtill Origen cannot be underſtood of ſuch a Purgatory as you ſpeak of 
but of ſuch a one which all muſt paſs thorow, good and bad; and their 
continuance in it, is according to the proportions of good or evil in them, 
And of ſuch a Purgatory as this, Bellarmin confeſſes that Origen ſpeaks 
and which he places after the Reſurrection, and faith, That even Peter ani 
Paul muſt paſs thorow it. And for ſuch Purgatory as this is, many place 
are produced out of Origen, y Siætus Senenſis, and many others. But 
this is an univerſal Purgatory for good and bad, after the Reſurrection, an 
for the Body as well as the Soul; and judge — now, Whether this be 
the Purgatory you contend for or no. The follwing Teſtimonies of St. An 
broſe, Hilary, Lactantius, St. Hierom, & c. are taken off by Bellarmine him- 
ſelf; ſince, although in his firſt Book he produceth them for the Romu 
Doctrine of Purgatory, yet in the beginning of the Second he confeſſeth, 
that all theſe were for ſuch an Univerſal Purgatory at the day of Judgment, 
thorow which all muſt paſs, not the Virgin Mary her felf excepted. And 
St. Hierom, though he denies Origen's Hypotheſis as to the final Salwationdf 
all, yet ſeems by the places you cite out of him, very willing to admit of 
it, as to all ſuch who dye in the Churches Communion ; againſt which 
Opinion St. Auguſtin at large diſputes, as J have ſhewed already. 1 
acknowledge then that theſe Authors do ſpeak of a purging fire, but 


| ſuch a one as yourſelves diſown and diſpute againſt, and Bellarmine 


could no other wayes bring any of them off, but by faying, That they 
ſpeak of the fire of the la Judgment ; by which we ſee the apparent 
Sophiſtry, in bringing thoſe as plain places for your Purgatory, which you 
confeſs yourſelves, are underſtood of ſomething elſe. It being confeſſed 
that they ſpeak of purging, conſequent to the Reſurrection, which is 2 
another thing from what you plead for. And heſides, it is plain from 
St. Hierom's words, that he ſpeaks of wicked Men dying in the Communion 
of the Church, that they ſhall at laſt be ſaved. And if you will needs have 
arbitramur, when it is oppoſed to credimus, to ſignifie a firm belief, (which 
is another proof of your skill in Lexicons) that which you can only inferr 


thence, is, that S. Hierom did, as firmly believe that wicked Men (if 


Chriſtians) ſhould at laſt be faved, as that Devils, and Atheiſts, and 
other wicked Men ſhould be finally damned. For theſe are his words ; 
Et ſicut Diaboli & omnium negatorum, atque impiorum qui dixerunt in = 
8 3 5 1 5 
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ſuo, non eſt Deus, credimus eterna tormenta ; ſic peccatorum atq; impiorum, 


tamen Chriftlanorum, quorum opera in izne probanda ſunt atq; purganda, 
moderatam arbitramur, & mixtam dementia ſententiam Judicis, And the 
ſame he rather more fully aſſerts in the other place, & Chriſtians, ſi in 


peccato præventi fuerint, e eſſe poſt penas ; but you who are never Con. Tua. 


backward in helping the Fathers to ſpeak out, very commodiouſly render * - 
it, Such as dye ” ag full and perfect Penance for the ſins, of which they had truly 
repented: Which is far from Purgdtory as from St. Hierom's meaning, 
for he doth not oppoſe penitent Hinners to impenitent, but oppoſes 
wicked Men dying in the Church's Communion, to the Devil and his 
Angels, and all other wicked Perſons, All which (he faith) ſhall periſh 
eternally,” but ſuch as are Chriſtians ſhould be ſaved at laſt 2. undergoing 
iſument. And it is to be obſerved, that at the end of the Commentaries 
on 1/4iah, he immediately before ſpeaks of that which is ſuppoſed to be 
the Origenical Hypotheſis, viz. That the Torments of the other Life ſhall a- 
ter a long time be ended; and when he hath produced the places of Scri- 
ture which the favourers of it did. produce, he only paſſes this cenſure 
ofit, Quod nos Des ſolius ſcientiæ debemus derelinquere ; Which we ought to 
leave to the Knowledge of God alone; and then concludes with that modera- 
tion of his ſentence, That he did believe the Eternity of Torments of Devils, 
Atheiſts, &c. but of ſuch who were Chriſtians he did ſuppoſe God would 
mingle Mercy with his Juſtice, and that after they had been ſufficiently purged 
by Fire they might eſcape at laſt. Tf he had intended only a mitigation of 
their Tormenrs who were Chriſtians, the oppoſition could not lye as it 
dot i between the Eternity of ſome, and the Clemency of God in others, but 
the Eternity muſt have been confeſſed in boty, and the oppoſition made onl 
in the weight of the Torments of ſuch who were not Chriſtians above ſuc 
as were. If St. Hierom doth (as Bellarmine Acad elſewhere con- 
tradi& this, by ſo much the leſs is his Teſtimony of any validity in this 
Caſe, it being plain what his meaning is here; but that ſeems the leſs 
probable, becauſe he writ his Books againſt the Pelagians in which he aſ- 
ſerts the ſame, not long before his death. This Parging-fire then, of 
St. Hierom makes little Br your purpoſe, ſince it is only,a more refined 
branch of Origen's Hypotheſis, and is underſtood of a fire after the Reſurrecti- 
on, and that of Hell, and not of Purgatory, and wherein wicked Men 
ſhall be purged if they dyed in the Church's Communion, and not ſuch who 
repented of their Sins in this life. But if St. Hierom himſelf do not ſpeak 
to the purpoſe, you hope one under his name may do it (and we muſt 
needs fay Purgatory hath been always beholding to forgeries) for you cite 
his Commentaries on the Proverbs, which are rejected as counterfeit by Sixtus 
Senenſis, Canus, Marianas Victorius, and Bellarmine himſelf. 
But from St. Hierome we proceed to St. Baſil, who, you ſay, teaches the ſame F. 12. 
Doctrine with him; if he doth, it is very little for your comfort. But ſo far . 365. 
was St. Baſil from aſſerting your Doctrine, that although he ſpeaks ofa purg- 
ing-fire, he ſpeaks not at all concerning it in another Life, but only of that ot. in 
which purgeth out Sins in the Souls of Men in this life. For he calls the Spirit Iſe. 9. 
.ofGod working upon Mens Souls, that =5y nννννjiê, Which conſumes Sin with- 
in them; as may be ſeen by comparing his Commentaries on the ſixth and 
the ninth of 1/aiah together. And where he afterwards ſpeaks not of an 
utter rejection, but an expurgation as by Fire; it is plain that he underſtandsit 
of the Fire of affliction in this life, and not the Fire of Purgatory in another. 
But wherever you meet with Fire and purging, you think it impoſſible to 
be underſtood of any thing but 19 60 e it ſeems you are bugely * 
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heodoret, which not only the Greeks in their 
terſeit; both no ſuch place, as yet app in any e of Theodoret, And 
the ſame Greeks tell you, if you. conſulted the honour of-Gregory. 7 ng 
you would ſpare him too, becauſe he was a favourer of the Origentcal Hypo-. 
theſis concerning the redjntegratign of all mo; and 8 many places are 
produced out of him wherein he makes the Hature ofall pains to be Purga- 
tory, that the Patriarch Germanus (of whom Photius ſpeaks) had no pl 
way to vindieate him, but by ſaying that the Origemſts had foiſted any 
places into his works. If you would therefore ſay, That it is a groundleſsca- 


lamm, to ſay that any of the Fathers did corrupt the Chriſtian Doctrine by the x- 


. 12, 
3 — 


nion of Plato; you muſt either deny that Origen and his folloyers ever 
aſſerted any Doctrine contrary to Chriſtianity, and therein contradict the 
fifth Oecumenical Compcil ; or that any of the Fathers had any touch of Ori- 
gen's opinion: both which I ſuppoſe are tasks you will be unwilling to un- 
dertake. But whether their opinions ate true or falſe (Which we are, not 
now enquiring after ), to be ſure they are far enough from your Doctrine 
of Purgatory, which ſuppoſeth the Sin pardoned in this life, and yet the 
Puniomeggauatlergonc for it in another: which Doctrine iſ it were granted 
at all reaſonable, it would be much more, aſlerting it to be after the Re. 
ſerrection, when the Body might Eure Pains as well as the Soul, than 
abſurdly as you make the Soul; only go ſuffer, and that too in a way the 


moſt unlike of all other, viz. by Material fire. Ferne 
But it is time we come to eee 8. Auſtin, who it ſeems hat ahi 
ſhare of Purgatory in this liſe; for, you Tay, He hath the ill hap to be uſed th 
worſt of all other. Becauſc his Lordihipgepreſents him as dubious and un- 
certain (as no doubt he Was) in this point: which argues indeed that. he 
was a Novice in your Roman Faith, but thereby the more a Father of the 
Church. But you are the Man, that, let St. Auguſtin ſay what he will him- 
ſelf, will prove to his face, that he could not poſſibly be thought to deny 
or doubt of Purgatory, And it is a Combat worth ſeeing, to ſee you di- 
ſpute againſt St. Anguſtin; But you do it fo pitifully, that St. Auſtin re- 
mains as uncertain as ever he was, Theonly place which ſeems to the 
purpoſe, _ ani mas purgari poſt hanc tam, &c. is ſo notorious a 
counterfeit, that not only Vives confeſſes no ſuch words appeared in the 
Ancient Copies ; but they are wholly left out, not only in the Baſil Edition, 
1556. but in that of Lyoxs 1560. and in the latter Lovain and Paris Edi- 
tions, The other places, you confeſs yourjen, relate to the benefit _ 
10 > | " tne 


' T heSenje:of the Fathersconcmning Bargatory. Fart. III. 


* have ſpared his ita tion. And ſo vou ins for your OWN ſake thar, 
of 
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the Dead receive by the Prayers of the Living, of which a large Account 
hath been already given without any ſuppoſition of Purg#tory. Whether 
St. Auſtin's doubts dif refer only to the Circumſtances of: Purgatory, and 
not to the thing itſelf, I leave it to the Conſideration of any reaſonable 
Ma 8 will vl t paces . cited, wherein tho Doubts are ex- 

reſſed. By hic ee at what rate you uſe. your Expreſſions, 
7 you cin have the face to ſay, That S. Auſtin xo 72 8 reaches 


the Doctrine of Purgatory, 008 doth "the Doctrine of Heaven and Hell. 


Which after the language Sorboyth-Cenfures, is a falſe, maſh, and ſcan- 
dalous aſſertion, and as ungrounded as Purgatory itſelf, (tom eſti- 
monies of St. Cyril and St. Chiſoſtom, only ſpeak of Prayer for the Dead, and 
the Benefit of that, and fo offers nothing new to our Tanſideration. But 
at laſt we are come, to a Man who did in good earneſt believe Purgatory, 
and was the firſt of any Name in the Chareh who did fo, and that is Gre- 
ory I. But whoſoever reads in his Dialqgues the excellent Arguments he 
builds it on, and confirms it with, will find as much Reaſon to pity his 
Superſtition and credulity, as to condemn his Doctrine. And after this time, 
his Lordſhip faith truly, Purgatory was found to warm 4 buſineſs to be 
ſuffer d to cool again; and in the after- Ages more were frighted, then led by 
proof into the belief of it. And although amidſt the variety of Judgments 
among the Fathers concerning the ſtate of the Dead, not one of them 
affirmed your Doctrine of Purgatory, before Gregory I; yet by all means 
you will needs have it to have heen ſtill owned as an Apoſtolical Tradition, 
and an Article of Faith. But I commend you, that knowing the weakneſs 


of the Arguments brought from the Fathers and Scripture, you at laſt take 


Sanctuary in the Church's definition; on the, Account of which you ſay, 
We are as much bound to believe it as any other Article of Faith, yea, as f 
Trinity or Incarnation itſelf. But this holds for none, but only thoſe who 
fo little underſtand the grounds of their Religion as to belive it on the 
account of your Church's r which is fo far from being any 
round of Faith, that if we had nothing more certain than that, to eſta- 
Bliſh our Faith upon, you would be fo far from making Men believe Par- 


gatory on that account, that you would ſooner make them ueſtion, whe- 


ther there were either Heaven or Hell. But though your Churih be ſo far 
from Infallibility that we have found her guilty of many Errors, yet the 
Word of God abideth for Ever, N 2 is the ſure Foundation for our 
Faith to reſt upon. And ſo Feonclude with* your own Prayer : I beſeech 
God to give all Men light tg ſee this Tus waſ Grace to aſſent unto it ; to the 
end, that by living in the Militant C in the Unity of Faith, we may come 
at laſt to meet in Glory in the Triumphant Churchof Heaven, which we may hope 
for by the merits of our Lord and Subibur Jeſus Chriſt , To whom with the Father, 
and the Holy Ghoſt, be all honour and glory world without end, 


P. 372. 
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A REPLY 70 Hir. J. Serjeahr r Third 

Appendix, | Comaining ome Animadyeffions!'0 

the Book Intituled, A. Ratignal Account of the 

Ground of the Proteſtant Religion. 
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To his honoufed* Friend Dr. Tilon. 
Eng. 
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8 ſoon as underſtood your Intentions to anſwer Mr, Serjeant, l 

could not but rejoyce on his behalf, as well as on the Truth's and 
your own. For I have that real kindneſs for him, that I heartily wiſh him 
that Reaſon and Science he pretends to; which I could not but defpair 
of his attaining, unleſs he were undeceived in that monſtrous opinion he 
hath of himſelf and his undertakings. And I knew no Perſon more fit 
than you, to let him underſtand the truth and himſelf together. In 
which, your Performances have been ſo clear and ſatisfactory, that J hope 
Mr. Serjeant, inſtead of another Letter of directions to his Anſwerer, wil 
write you one of thanks, for the reaſon and kindneſs you have ſhewed 
him throughout-your Book. Unleſs it fares with you, as it hath done 
with ſome other Adverſaries of theirs, that, their civility hath been inter. 
preted as an Argument of their uncegtainty, and thęir own confidence 
cry*d up for a demonſtration. In which ſenſe only I'ſhall grant our Prote- 
ſtant Writers to build on uncertainties, and Mr. White and Mr. Serjeantto 
be the great Demonſtrators of this AF: If their own reaſon had been 
as ſevere as this tenſures at Rome againſt them, they had ſaved us the labour 
of any anſwer, and would have ſomnd But their own ſopluſiry without a 
confutation. But the leaſt thing ei by their exceſſive con- 
fidence, is, that they are deceived themfelyes; and therefore it is a part of 
charity to them, as well as hene 10 e Truth, to let the World ſee, that 
big words are quite another thing ffom Science, and a ſtrong preſumption 
from a regular demon. As to Ane no more need to have been 
faid, than what you have already done, f Mr. Serjeant had not thought 
it an acceſſion to the glory of his atchievements, to lead two Pages of 
my Book in triumph after him. TI confeſs, I was ſomewhat ſurprized to 
ſee a Perſon who would be noted for his valour in aſſaulting Proteſtant 
Writers, ſteal ſo behind the main bulk and deſign ofmy Book; and when 
he had gotten two ſingle Pages by themſelves, fall upon them with as 


much pomp and oſtentation, as if he had attack'd the whole. And this 


mult be noiſed abroad as an Arſwey to me, by the fame figure that his 
Arguments are called demonſtrations, which is by an hyperbole unfit for 
any, but ſuch who never flag below the ſphear of Science in their own Judg- 
ments, though they ſeem not to come near it in others. Yet ſince Mr. 
Serjeant is not only pleaſed to concern himſelf ſo far as to Anſwer that 
part of my Book relating to Oral Tradition; but in moſt expreſs terms to 
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15 challenge me to reply to him, he may, now ſes (as ſoon as I could get of 
It; any Liberty from greater Imployments) how ready I am to give um all 
500 reaſonable Satisſa 0 


on. And, in the figh place, I retuth him thanks for 


the weapon he hath made choice of, viz." that of Ng thers being no 
other Fdefire 0 n eee c oe Nee 2 And 
f hope he will indasm * Bo 
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| rds him ghroughout this diſcourſe 
as he expreſſes, towards me in the er\tramre'tothis Ji | 


ed any real civility, which ig inte merely out of d with t 
al on, ich a de dee e of dajgo th the _ - 
no reaſon to repent of, | If in his: WE? Wee Chapters ig Bool he P. 203 
had (as he faith.) quite loſt me, he had no ſc to be troubled: for it, if 
he had found far more excellent Perſons, ſuch as DF. Hammont, and the 
Diſſuadey, and" Dy, Pierte, inſtead of me] But to he ſurt he inſends not 
this in honour to any of us, but by a way of a common reproach to us all, 3 
as though we did not talk out of nature or things, but morls and imagination. 
I could heartily have wiſhed, Mr. S. would have croptfo h victory 
due to another*s Learning and Induſtry, as to have ſhewed me one propoſition | 
t, 1 in thoſe Diſcourſes, "which 4 r ern Pate that woult be true to itſelf, * 
and rauld not ſettle or rely on. Burkf ſuch inſinuations as theſe muſt paſs for an- 
bim ſwers, I muſt needs ſay, I lese Mr, S. equally happy in confuting our 
pal rounds, and in demonſtrating his own; in both which, his greateſt 
rength lies in the CG ce of his bare affirmations. But it ſeems 
he is willing to reſign the glory of this Viclory to the judicious Author 
of Lahhrinthus Cantuarienſis, or 90 others for him; and when they 
have once obtained it, {hall not Envy them the honour of it. And I ſup- 
fe thoſe Perſons, whoever they are, may be able by this time, to tell 
r. S. it is an eaſier matter to tall of Vidories than to get them. But if 
they do no more in the whole, than Mr. S. hath done for his ſhare, they 
will triumph no- where, but where they conquer, viz, in their own 
fancies and imagiflations. Thereſors leaying them to hei dient conquelts, 


that may te account- 
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and as yet, unheard- of Victories, we come to Mr. S, who ſo liberally prgx 


claims his owh in the point of gral tradition. Whith (in a phraſe ſcarce "i 
heardiof in our Language befote ) ig the Poſt, he tells us, Yet Alen up» © . 
on lum to explicate farther and defend, What the explicating a Poſt ns, I 


as little underſtand, as I do the force H his demonſtrations ; but this, and 

many other ſuch-uneouth fofms of eech, up and down in his BoOO E 
(which make his ſtyle ſo ſmoctfi and eaſie,) are I ſuppoſe intended ſor 
embelliſhments of our Tongue, and gg hejps to ſare-ſpeaking, as his whole 

Boa as deſigned for ſure- _ * 1 5 * 

But leting him enjoy the pleaſure and felgity of his own expreſſions, I b. 2. 
come to conſider the matter in debate between us. And his firſt contro- 
verſie with me, is, for oppoſing the Infallibility of Oral Tradition, to Dodtrinal 
Ifallibility in Pope and Councils. A Controverſie fitter to be debated a» 
mong themſelves, than between him and me: Por is any thing more no- 

torious, than that Tyfallibility is by the far greateſt part of Romaniſts at- 
tributed to the preſent Church, in teaching and delivering matters of Fai 
not by virtue of any Oral Tradition, but the immediate aſſiſtance of the 
Haly Ghoſt ; and that this is made by them the only ground of Divine 
Faith; For which Mr. S. may if he pleaſe, tonſult his judicious Author of 
Lbyrinthus Cantuarienſis, or any other of their preſent Writers, except 0 
Mr. Whize and himſelf. He need not therefore have been to ſeek for the 
meaning of this doctrinal Infallibility, as oppoſed to I n Wie if he 
had not either -been ignorant of the opinion of their own Writers, or - 

if. g] " WM toriouſly 
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tative Church, | ters 
An infallible Teſtimony to every Age, and thereby to Ffprd | 
r UC 


| LJibility from fuch grou 
olf their own Authors, w 


nototiouſſ diſſeribli * * For' this; Infallibility «is not attribute ds che 

Rulers of the Cc, meerly as Doctors or Sobol ars, hut as the repreſen- 

Office it is to deliver all Matter of Faith by Way of 

thereby utkicient 

foundation for Divine Falth. But Mr. S. atribuges o ſuch Infallibility to 

the repreſentative Church, as teaching the reſt, but derives their Inſal- 

ds as areFpommon to all parts of the eſſential 

Church. /'' Wherein he apparently! 72 umſelf to the whole current 
10 reſolve 

of the Holy Ghoſt; withoy# which, they aſſert, there could be no Infal- 


Iibility aß all in Tradition, or any thing elſe ; and therefag@theſe Opinions 
are as oppoſite to each other as may be. For ſuch an In llibility is not 
attributed by them ro the Teachers of the Church, merely on ſome ſignal 


* occaſions, as Mr. S. ſeems to ſuppoſe, when they are to explain new Mat- 


ters of Faith ; but it & made by them to be as neceſſary as believing itſelf, 
becduſe theteby tht only ſure foundation of Faith is laid ; and thefefore it 
is very evidens, they make it proper to the Church in all Ages: Or elf 
in ſome Age of the Church Men were deſſitute of ſufficient grounds of 
Faith. For they by no means think it a Tufficient foundation of Faith, 


that one Age of the Church could not conſpire to deceive another; for 


this they will tell him, at moſt, is but a humane Fatth: but that Chriſt 
by his Promiſe hath aſſured the Church, that there ſhall never be want- 


8 13 5 the infallible aſſiſtance of his Hof Spirit, whereby they ſhall 
in 


. 204. 


F. 3. 


Muſt retract their moſt elaborate Diſcourſes abo 


preſent Church delivers to be infallible? To which M 


| often put to the uſe of that Word in a ſenſe 


Ibly teach and deliver all Matters ¶ Faith. And if this be not their 
Opinion, let them ſpeak to the contrary, which iT they do, I am ſurethey 
reſolution of Faith, 

written by the greateſt Artiſts among them Let Mr. S. then judge, who 
it is that ſtumbles at the Threſhold ; but of 8 difference among them, more 
afterwards. By this it appears, it Wgs not any miſtake that T remained 
unſatisfied with the Queſtion I Ae d M hether Jam bond to believe what the 
r. S. anſwers, ' I ander- 
ſtand him not. My reply ſhall be only that of a great Lamyer's ina like 
Caſe, I'tan## help that. I am ſure my words are mtelligible enough ;for 
I take-zfallible there as he takes it elf, for infallibly true; although I 
deny not the Word by improperly uſed in reference to things and that 
for the reaſon given by him, becauſe fallilility and infallibility belong to the 
knowing Power, or the Perſons that hai it, and ge” « the Object. But we are 
acknowledge improper 

merely in compliance with gur. Adverſaries, who otherwiſe are apt to 
charge us with having only hcertainties and probabilities for our Faith; 
if we do not uſe the term infallible applied to the truth of the thing. Iam 
content therefore wherever, in what I have writ, he meets that term ſo 
apply*d, that he take it only in his own ſenſe, ſor that,which is certainly 
true; for I mean no more by it. And in this ſenſe Mr. S. anſwers at- 
firmativdy, and gives this account of it, ot only becauſe the preſent Church 


cannot be deceived in what i Church of the former Age believed, but becauſe the 


Church in no Age could conſpiis againſt her knowledge to deceive that Age imme- 


a der; following in Matter of Fatt, evident in a manner to the whole World. The 
Queſt! lis L 

rhat to be certainly true, or to be the Doctrine ofiChriſt and his Apoſtles, 
Which the preſent Church delivers? and conſequently, whether the te- 


jon then is, Whether this be a ſufficient account for me to believe 


ſolution of Faith be barely into Oral“ Tradition? MENG 
Thus we ſee the clear ſtate of the Queſtion between us I come there- 


fore 


5 
* 
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Faitf into the immediate aſſiſtance 
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That the Church muſt, always go upon this 
Is 1 rj e ſhoyld be deceived. Porh | 


fo, it is impoſſible ſhe 

t /c h Mr. Ser jeunt ſtill' pretends to 
ſes ſeem much more rational and 
nung them bur that one Paſtulatum 


y in the Teſtimony of the pre- 


rao. 


mit. Whereas this new way of re- 
O 1 ons, Which no Man well in his wits 
will be ready to grant. For uvleis at be ſel{-evident that the Chureh did 
always proceed on nt MN i @ginot be /elf-eviaent that Oral Traditi- 
on is I ible: becauſe the ſelf-eyi&ence of this Principle depends on this, 
that in all Ages of the Church;the only rule and meafure of Faith, was 
what was del ered by Oral Tradition from the Age foregoing. Now if 
it be poſſible, that Matters of Faith might be conveyed in ways quite dif. 
ſerent from this, What ſelſ- evidence can there be, that the Church muſt 
always proceed upon this.? Mr. S. then, muſt demonſtrate it impoſſible 
for Matters of Faith to be conveyed to Poſterity in any *other way then 


Las, 


Oral Tradition ; and ngt only that the 7 is ipod, but that the 


=} 
Ea 
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Church in all Ages Judged it to be ſo; or elle he can never make it at all | 
evident, that the Church always made th her rule of Faith. But if theſe 
either there may be a certain conveyance of Doctrine if Faith another diſpr 
way, viz. by writing, or that the Church might Judge that way more | 
certain, whether it were ſo or not, either way it wall appear far enough 
from ſelf-evidence, that ſhe always Judged of Doctrines of Faith, merch 
by the Tradition of the preceeding Age. If another way be granted po | 
ble, there muſt be clear demonſtration, that the Church notwithſtand- 
ing this, did never make uſe of it; for if it dd make uſe of another Way 
of reſolving FRigh lo any Age of the Church, then in that Age of the 
Church Oral Tradition was not looke: on as the ground bf Faith; and 
if ſo, notwithſtanding whatever Mr. S. Au dene e the contrary, 
that Age might have helieved otherwiſe than the immediately preceeding 
did. For let us but ſuppoſe, that all neceſſry Doctrines of Faith were be- 
times recorded in the Church in Books univerſally received by the Chri- 
ſtians of the firſt Ages; is it not poſſible, that Age which / firſt embraced 
theſe Books, might deliver them to Poſterity as the rule of their Faith, 
and ſo down from̃ one Age to another and doth it not hence follow, 
that the Rule of Faith is quite different from a mere Oral Tradition? Let 
Mr. S. then either how it impoſſible, that the Do&rines of Faith ſhould 
be written; or that being written, they ſhould be univerſally received; 
or that being univerſally received in one Age, they ſhould not be deliver- 
ed to the next ; or being delivered to the next, .thoſe Books ſhould not be 
looked on as containing the rule of Faith in them ; or thou they were 
ſo, yet, that ſtill Oral Tradition was wholly relied on as the Rule of 
Faith; and then J 1hall freely grant that Mr. S. hath attempred ſomethin 


toward the proof of this new hypotheſis... But as things now ſtand, it is 10 ſor 
far from being ſelfevident, that the Church hath always gone upon this an 
Principle, that we find it looked on as a great novelry among them in tie 
their own Church; and it would be a rare thing, for a new invention to m 
have been the ſenſe of the Church in all Ages; which if it hath been, ſu 
the ſtrength of it is thereby taken wax. 0 
9. 4. Eut let us ſuppoſe, that the Church did proceed upon this principle, hat of 


nothing was to be embraced, but what was derived by Tradition from the Ay les; {e! 
8 e 5 10 
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nis how. doth ĩt thence follow, that nothin oa d into the Church © 
ch e really (derive from t 1 ; D Fe t i 8 " 

0 at this day, that among thoſe who own' this Principle, congradictery pro- 
1d poſſtions are believed: and bothi fides tell us, Te is u e ee 
”, their Doctrine was delivered by the ApoſtHet? doth not the Gris Charch,pro- 
e- ſeſs to believe on the account of Traditipn from the Ales as well as the 
eſt Latin? If that Tradition failed in the Greek Church which was preſerved . 
e- in the Latin, either Mr. §. r 1 inſtance an is oWh principles in that 
its Age which con ſpired to deceive the next, or, die muſt acknowledge, tliat 
id while Men own Tradition they may be dectivetl in what the regoi 
ti- Age taught them; and conſequently thoſe thiggs may be admitted as 
is Doct tines coming from the &poſtles which were not ſo, and ſome, which -- 
a8 did may be loſt, and yet the pretence of Tradition remain ſtill. What 
if ſelf. exydence then can there be in this Principle, when two parts of the 
ifs Church may both own it, and yet believe Contradictions on the account 
of it; It js then worth our enquiring, what ſelfevidehes this is which Mr. 

S. ſpeaks ſo much of, which is fieither more nor leſs, but that Men in all. P. 205, 
Ages had Eyes, Ears, and o her Senſes, alſo common Reaſon," and as mach Me- 
mory as to remember their own names and frequently inculcated ations. Which 
is ſo very reaſonable a paſtulatum, that I ſuppoſe none who enjoy any of 
theſe will deny it. Let us therefore ſee how he proceeds upon it. If you + 
diſprgve this) I doubt we have loſt Mankind, the ſubject we ſpeat ef; and till o 
diſprove it, neither I, nor any in his wits can doubt, oe this rule depend- 
ing on teſtifying, that is, Senſe or Experience, can poſſibly permit Men to be de- 
Wt Big words indeed ; but ſuch as evidence that all Men who are 
in their wits do not conſtantly uſe them. For I pray, Sir, what doth 
Mr. S. think of the Greek Church ? Had not thoſe in it, Eyes, Ears, and o- 
ther Senſes, as well as in the Latin; Do not they pretend and appeal to 
what they receive from their Fore-fathers as well as the Latins? It ſeems 
then a deception is poſſible in the caſe of teſtifying, and therefore this doth 
more than permit Men to be deceivable; for there hath been an actual de- 
ception on one {ide or other. But we need not fear loſing Mankind in this; 
for, the poſſibility or Error ſupp6ſeth Mankind to continue fill ; and if 
we take away that, we may ſooner loſe it than by the contrary. But 
what repugnancy can we imagine to Human Nature, that Men ſup 

ſing Doctrines of Faith to come down ſom Chrift or his Apoſtles ſhould yet 
miſtake in Judging what thoſe Doctrines are? Had not Men Eyes, and 
Ears, and common Senſe in Chrift and the Apoſtles times? And yet we 
ſee even then the Doctrine of Chriſt was miſtaken ; and is it ſuch a won- 

er it ſhould be in ſucceeding Ages? Did not the Nazarenes miſtake in 
point of Circumciſion, the Corinthians as to the Reſurrection, and yet the 
e mean time agree in this, that CHriſt's Doctrine was the rule of Faith, or 
e that they ought to believe nothing but what came from him? Did not 
f KM the Diſciples themſelves err, even while they were with Chriſt, and cer- 

g tainly had Eyes, and Ears, and common Senſe as other Men have, concernin 
0 ſome great Articles of Chriſtian Faith, viz. Chriſt's Paſſion, Reſurrection, 


= 
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8 and the nature of his Kingdom? If then ſuch who had the greateſt opportuni- 
n ties imaginable, and the higheſt Apprehenſions of Chriſt, might ſo eaſily 
0 miſtake in points of ſuch moment, what ground have we to believe, that 
, ſucceeding Ages ſhould not be liable to ſuch miſapprehenſions? And it 

was not merely the want of clear Divine Revelation which was the cauſe 
7 of their miſtakes ; for theſe things were plain enough to Perſons not poſ- 
5 ſeſſed with Prejudices ; but thoſe were fo ſtrong as to make them appre- 
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hend things quite another way thin they ought to do. 80 it was then, 
atidl fo it Was in ſuccetding Ages; for let Patents teaeh what they pleaſed 
fot Mattets of Faith, yet prejudice and liab eneſs to Miſtake in Children, 
might eaſily fake thetri miſapprehend either the nature or Weight of the 
Doctrines delivered to them. So that ſetting aſide certain way of Record- 
ing the Matters of Faith in the Books of Scripture, and theſe preſetved en- 
tire in every Age, it is an eaſſe Matter to conceive, how in à ſhort time 
Chriſtian Religion would have been cortupred as mucli as ever any was in 
the World. For when we tconſider how much notwithſtanding Script ure, 
the Pride, Paſſion, aid Intereſts of Men have endeavoured to deface 
Chriſtian Religion in the World, what would not theſe have done; if there 
had been no ſuch certain Rule to Judge of it by? Mr. S. imagines him. 
{elf in repub. Platonis, but it appeats he is ſtill is face Romali; he ſanſies 
thitre never were, not could he any differences among Chriſtians, and that 
all Chriſtians made it their whole Buſitieſs to teach their poſterity Matters 
of Faith, and thar they minded nothing in the World but the imprintin 

that on theit tnitids that they might have ready for their Children 1494 
that all Parents had equal skill and fidelity in delivering Matters of Religi. 
on to their poſtetity. Whereas in truth, we find in the early Ages of the 
Chriſtian Charth ſeveral differetices about Matters of Faith, and theſelliffe. 
rences continued to Poſterity, but all Parties ſtill pleading that their 
Doctrine came from the Apoſtles; and it fell out unhappily for Mr. S. that 
thoſe were commonly moſt grolly deceivedl who hp the moſt to 
Oral Tradition ſtom the Apoſtles 3 ſtill we find the grand debate was, 
what came from the Apoſtiet, and What nor? whereas had Tradition beet 
ſo Infallible a way of conveying, how could this ever have come into de 
bate among them? What, did not they know what their Parents taught 
them? It ſeems they did not, or their Parents were no mort agreed chat 
themſelves ; for their differences could neyer be ended this way. Aſter. 


warts came in for many Ages tuch a ſucceſſion of Ignoranite and Ba tba 


riſm,that Chriſtian Religion was little minded either by Parents or Children, 
as it ought to have been; inſtead of that, ſome fopperies and ſuperſtitions 
were hugely in requeſt, and the Men who fomented theſe things were 
cried up as great Saints and workers of Miracles. So that the Miracles 
of Francis and S. Dominick were as much; if not more carefully conveyed 
from Parents to Children in that Age, than thoſe of Chy;ft and his Apoſtes, 
and on this account poſterity muſt be Equally bound to believe them, and 
have their Perſons in equal veneration. If Men at laſt were grown wi- 
ſer, it was becauſe they did not believe Mr. S's principles, that they ought 
to receive what was delivered by their Parents; but they began to ſearclt 


and enquire into the writings of former Ages, and to examine the Opi- 


nions and practices of the preſent, with thoſè of the primitive Church, and. 


by this means there came a reſtauration of Learning and Religion together. 
But that Matters of Fact be plain and evident in this Cafe, yet Mr. S. 
will prove it impoſſible there ſhould any Errors me into the riſtian 
Church; and his main Argument is this, becarſe no Age of the Chnreh conld 
conſpire a6 ainft her knowledne to ecertte thut Age inmitiately following, in Mal- 
ter of Fatt, evident in æ manner to the whole World. But heſore I come, more 
articularly, to {hew the weakneſs of this Argument, by manifeſting how 
rrors might come into the Church without ſuch a Confpiracy as this is, 

I ſhall propound forne Queries to him. 1. What Age of the Church he 
will inſtance in, wherein all Perſons who were not caſt out of the Church, 
Ind tlie fame Apprehenſions concerning all Points of Faith 7. e. that none 
| among 


"cords, becauſe they conſiſt of dea 


among them did believe more things delivered by Chriſt or the Apoſites 
than others did. I am ſure he can neither inſtance in the Age of the 
Apoſtles themſelves, nor in thoſe, immediately ſucceeding them ; unleſs 


Mr. S. the better to defend his er e will Queſtion all written Re- 
onſiſt letters, and wxſens'd charatters and word- 
iſh Teſtimonies, Never conſidering, that while he utters this, he writes 
himſelf; unleſs he imagines there is more of Life, Senſe, and Certainty in 
his Books, than in the Scriptgresor any other 1 whatſoever. 2. Where 
there were different Apprehenſions in one Age of the Church, whether 
there mult not be different Traditions in the next ? For as he looks on all 
Parents as bound to teach their Children, io on Children as bound to be- 
lieve what their Parents teach them. On which ſuppoſition different 
Traditions in the ſucceedin W needs follow, di NE e 
ons in the precedent. 3 Whether Perſons agreeing in the ſubſtance of 
Doctrines may not differ in their Apprehenſions of the neceſſity of them? 
$ for inſtance, all may agree in the Article of Chriſt's deſcent into Hell, 
t yet may differ in the 2 of it, and in the Apprehenſion of the 
neceſſity of it in order to Salvation. So that we muſt not only in Traditi- 
on about Matters of Faith enquire, what was delivered, but under what 
potion it was delivered ; whether as an allowabſe Opinion, or a neceſſary 
Point of Faith. But if ſeveral Perſons, nay, 5 the Church may 
have different notions as to the neceſſity of the ſame Points, by what 
means {hall we difcern what was delivered as an Opinion in the Church, 
and what as an Article of Faith? But Mr. S. throughout his diſcourſe takes 
it for granted, that there is the ſame neceſſity of believing and delivering 
U things which concern the Chriſtian Doctrine; and {till ſuppoſes the 
me Sacredneſs, concern, neceſſity in delivering all the Points in Controverſie 
between the Romaniſts and Us, as there was in thoſe main Articles of 
Faith, which they and we are agreed in. Which is ſo extravagant a ſu 
poſition, that it is hard to conceive it ſhould ever enter into the head of a 
Perſon pretending to Reaſon; but as extravagant as it is, it is that with- 
out which his whole Fabrick falls to the ground. Por ſuppoſe we ſhould 
grant him, that the infinite concerns which. depend on the belief of the 
Chriſtian Doctrine ſhould be of ſo prevalent nature with the World, that 
it is impoſſible to conceive any one Age ſhould neglect the knowing them, 
ar conſpire to. deceive the next Age about them; yet what is all this to 
the Matters in difference between us? Will Mr. S. prove the ſame ſacred- 
neſs, neceſſity, concern, aud miraculouſly rtteſtedueſs (as he phraſes it) in the 
Invocation of Saints, Purgatory,. Tranfubſtantiation, Supremiacy, &c. as inthe 
believing the Death and Reſurrection of the Son of God ? If he doth not 
ove this, he doth nothing; for his Arguments may hold ſor Doctrines 
Tudged univerſally neceſſary, but for no other. Therefore Mr. S. hath 
a new task which he thought not of; which is, to manifeſt that theſe 
could not be looked on as Opinions, but were embraced as neceſſary Articles 
of Faith. For unleſs he proves them ſuch, he can neither prove _ obli- 
gation in Parents to teach them their Childten, nor in Children to belt 
what their Parents taught, but only to hold them in the ſame degree which 
they did themſelves. When Mr. S. will undertake to prove, that the 
whole Church, from the time of Chriſt, did ue in the points in diffe- 
rence : betwen us, as heceſſary Articles of Faith, I may. more eaſily 
believe, that no Age could be ignorant of them, or offer to deceive the 


next about them. But when Mr. S. reflects on his frequent conceſſion, - 


That there are private Opinions in the Church,  diftin&- from watters of 
| Mmmm 2 l Faith 
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Faith, he muſt remember, before he can bring home his grounds to 
the caſe between their Church and ours, that he muſt prove none of 
the things in debate, were ever entertained as private Opinions, and that 
it is impoſſible for that which was a private Opinion in one Age, to be- 
come a Matter of Faith in the next. | 

But becauſe this diſtinction of his ruins his demonſtration, I ſhall 
firſt propound it in his own terms, and then ſhew how from thence ir 
follows, that Errors may come into the Church, and be entertained as 


matters of Faith. His words are, It being evident, that we have but two 


ways of ordinary knowledge, by acts of our Soul, or operations on our Body, 
that is, by Reaſon and 1 ; the former of which belongs to Speculators 
or Doctors, the ſecond to Deliverers of what was rectived, or Teſtifiers, And 
this diſtinction he frequently admits, not only in the preſent Age of the 
Church, but in any; for the fame reaſon will hold in all. From hence 
I propoſe ſeveral Queries farther to Mr. S. 1. If every one in the Church 
looked on himſelf as bound to believe juſt as the precedent Age did, 
whence came any to have particular Opinions of their own ? For either 
the Church had delivered her ſenſe in that caſe or not; if not, then 
Tradition is no certain conveyer of the Doctrine of Chriſt ; if ſhe had 
then thoſe who vented private ſpeculations were Hereticks in ſo doing; 
becauſe they oppoſed that doctrine which the Church received from Chriſt 
and his Apoſtles, If Mr. S. replies, that private ſpeculations are in ſuch 
caſes where there is no Matter of Faith at all, he can never be able to help 
himſelf by that diſtinction in the caſe of his own Church ; for I demand, 
Whether it is a Matter of Faith, that Men ought to believe Oral Tradition 
infallible ? If not, how can Men ground their Faith upon it? If it be, 
then either ſome are meer ſpeculators in Matters of Faith; or all who 
believe on the account of the Pope's Infallibility are Hereticks for ſo doing. 
2. If there were ſpeculators in former Ages as well as this, whether 
did thoſe Men believe their own ſpecalations or no? If not, then the 
Fathers were great Impoſtors, who vented thoſe ſpeculations in the Church 
which they did not believe themſelves. And it is plain, Mr. S. Speaks 
of ſuch Opinions which the Aſſerters of, do firmly believe to be true: 
And if they did, then they looked on themſelves as bound to believe ſome- 
thing which was not founded on the Tradition of the Church; and con- 
ſequently, did not own Oral Tradition, as the Rule of Faith. So that as 
many ſpeculators as we find in the Church, ſo many Teſtifiers we have againſt 
the Infallibility of Oral Tradition. 3. Whether thoſe Perſons who did them- 
ſelves believe thoſe Opinions to be true, did not think themſelves obliged 
to tell others they ought to believe them ; and conſequently, to deliver 
theſe as Matters of Faith to their Children? Let Mr. S. ſhew. me any 
inconſequence in this; but that it unavoidably follows upon his princi- 
ples, that they were bound to teach their Children what themſelves 


received as the Doctrine of Chriſt; and that the obligation is in all 


reſpects equal as if they had believed theſe things on the account of Oral 
Tradition. 4. If Children be obliged to believe what their Parents 
teach them for matters of Faith, then, upon Mr. S's own conceſſions, 
is not Poſterity bound to believe ſomething which Originally came not 
from Chriſt or his Apoſtles? For it appears in this caſe, that the firſt 
riſe was from a private Opinion of ſome Doctors of the Church; But 
they believing thefe Opinions themſelves, think themſeves Obliged to 


Propagate them to others; and by reaſon of their Learning and Authority, 


theſe Opinions may by degrees gain a general acceptance in the ruling 
. part 
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part of the Church; and all who believe them true, think they ought 
to teach them their Children ; and Children they are to believe what 
their Parents teach them. Thus from Mr. S's Own Principles, things 
chat never were delivered by Chriſt or his Apoſtles, may come to be re- 


' ceived as matter of Faith in the preſent Church. Thus the intelligent 


Reader needs no body's help but Mr. S. to let him underſtand how 
Invocation of Saints, Purgatory, Tranſubſtantiation, &c. though never 
delivered either by Chriſt or his Apoſtles, may yet now be looked on 


as Articles of Faith, and yet no Age of the Church conſpire to deceive 
another. Either then Mr. S. muſt ſay, there never were any Private 


Opiniators or Speculators in the Church, as diſtint from Teſtifers, and 


then he unavoidably contradicts himſelf ; or he muſt deny that Poſterity 

is bound to Believe what their Fore-fathers delivered them as Matters 

of Faith; which deſtroys the force of his whole demonſtration. Perhaps 

he will anſwer. That Children are not bound to believe what barely their 

Parents, or any other Number of Perſons might deliver as Matters of Faith 
but what the whole Church of every Age delivers. This, though the only 

thing to be ſaid in the caſe, yet is moſt unreaſonable, becauſe it runs 
Men upon inextricable difficulties in the way of their reſolving Faith. 
For ſuppoſe any Children taught by their Parents what they are to 
believe; Mr. S. muſt fay, they are not bound to believe them pre- 
ſently, but to enquire whether they agree with the whole Church of 
that Age firſt, before they can be obliged to aſſent. - Which being an 
impoſſible task either for Children, or Men of Age, to find out in 
the way of Oral Tradition, this way of reſolving Faith, doth but offer 
a fairer pretence for avavengys For we, ſee, how impoſſible it is for 
Mr. S. To make it appear, that their Church is agreed about the Rule of 
Faith; for by his own Confeſſion, the far greater number as ſpeculators 
oppoſe the way aſſerted by him; how much more difficult then muſt 
it needs be, to find out what the ſenſe of the whole Eſſential Church is 
in all matters which Parents may teach their Children for Doctrines 
of Faith? So that if Children are not bound to believe what their Pa- 


rents teach them, till they know they teach nothing but what the 


whole Church teaches, it is the moſt compendious way to teach them, 
they are not bound to believe at all. But if this Diſtinction be admit- 
ted, as Mr. S. makes much uſe of it, then it appears, how errors may come 
into the Church at firſt under the notion of /pecularions, and by de- 
grees to be delivered as points of Faith, by which means thoſe things 
may be received in the Church. For ſuch, which were never delivered 
by Chriſt or his Apoſtles, and yet no Age conſpire to deceive the next 
which was the thing to be ſnewet. $0900 "On: 

- This is one way of ſhewing how Errors may come into the Church, 
without one Ages conſpiring to deceive the next ; but beſides this, there 
are ſeveral others I might inſiſt upon; but I ſhall mention only two 
more: 1. Miſ-interpreting the Senſe of Scripture. 2. Suppoſing it in 


the power of ſome part of, the Church to oblige the whole in matters 


of Faith. For the Firſt we are to conſider, that no imaginable account 


can be given either of the Writing or Univerſal Reception of the Books. 


of the New 'Teſtmant, if they were not deſigned for the preſervation of 
the Doctrine of Chriſt, And although it ' ſhould be granted poſſible 
for the Main and Fundamental Articles of Chriſtian Faith ich as 


the Apoſtles Creed gives a Summary Account of) to have been pre- 


ſerved by the help of Tradition; yet, unleſs we be extremely upgratetull, 
0 | | e 


I 
I 
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'S inviolably from, th e firſt 98800 175 Clo 


we cannot hut acknowleder that, God hack foley better provided for 
us, 1n not leaving the of. 95 Rel? 15 to the mere breath of the 
People, or the « 90 of Mate ers 85 ructing Ly r Chil drep, hut hath given us 
the Dgctrines al 85 otives of Fant preſery ed 

C 


And when the Church faw 
means of Pal ith, Oral 2 


nary 10 t. © es 1 not recorded 
in Seriptare 1 is pholy 21 the care Was mplo ved in 
ſervin 8, 594 > Ring 105 [acre Boobs to 6b, 4 To theſe t A As 
mitive "Ele Rl open appeals ſe they 
ſending the e ext aining their ſenſe, vindicating them _ all 
Cor ing hr To ditian they re Ly not 
mony 0 0 oe; truth of theſe recards, or to clear the ſenſe of them from the 
erverſe 
Trad 10 w bat Was in i Chet x And When theſe were 2 all 


with WARE, care ar ad 1175 


was little minded; t enge 


4 x + 8 ay l b but Ka at ow as thas which the Faith of 
all was to be reſolved i into. But w wy any thing was pleaded from Tra- 
dition, for w hich there was no Tach in Scripture, it Was , ejected with 
the fame 4. it was off fred; an 

not the Church, way; if they Wy in Scripture with the — 
ſenſe of Antiquity, they might produce it, and rely upon it. So that 
the whale uſe of . in 855 primitive Chyrch (beſides atteſting the 
Book wk was, c of * Senſes on * 


he meaning 5 the Sri toy, according to 1 
dete earning and Education. And fince 
925 0 th GA; ion, that the Seripcure contained all DoQtrines 
of Faith, thence as Men Judged. of the Senſe of it, they differed. in their 
11 concerning Matters of Faith. And thence Errors and 
miſtakes might eaſily come into the Church, without one Age conſpiring 
to deceive the next. Nay, if it þe poſſible for Men to rely on. Tradition 
without Scripture this may eaſily be done; tor by that means they. make 
5 new Rule of Fait h, not known tothe primitive Charch, and conſequent- 
th tha that fry aſſertiqn is an 1 rip high th the former Age did not con- 
deceive Fe the nex Jo ift things be poſſible, Mr. Os demon- 
ereby a 4 Rex fona 


IN fails him; for Account is given, how Er- 
rors may come intoa Charh without one Age p85 conſpiring to deceive ans 


other. Ag eg let me 1 15 of as Cr, 6 Men may not believe it 


„ to oh blige the whole to an 
ya My Ja it not poſſible for Men 
to * the 575 ing 1 50 iu od api in their decrees ? And 1 hope the 
em, To they him) may be a ſufficient 
I N of more; than tl bare-paſhb of- this. If they may believe 
this, do bir 155 neceſſari y lo e ll Fele 1 — are bound to believe what- 
ever "they d eclare > t be Matter of. Faith? Suppoſing then, that Tranſal- 


ftartigtion, Supremacy, I Invgeation: of Saints were. but Private Opinions betore 


but are nom defined by Pope and Council, theſe Men cannot. but look 
on themſelves as 080 obliged to believe them, as if they had been 
e D Marters of Faith, in fyery, Age fince.the 4pg/tes mes Is it 

now 
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now repugnant to common Senfe that this Opinion! ſhould be belleved ot 


entertained in the Church? if not, why may not this Opinion be generally 
received? if it be fo, doth it not unavoidably ſollow, that the Faith of 
Men muſt alter according to the Churchs definitions? And thus private 
Opinions may be believed as Artiales of Faith and corrupt Practices be eſta- 
dliſhed as laudable Pieces of Devotion, and yet no one Age of the Church con- 
ſpire to deceive another. Thus I hope Mr. S. may ice how far it is from 
being a ſelf-evident Principle, that no Error can tome imo the. Church, unleſs 
one Axe conſpire to deceive the neut in a Matter of Fact, evident in a manner 10 


the whole World. Which is fo wild an apprehenſion, that I believe the 


Jeſuits cannot Entertain themſelves without ſmiles, to ſee their Domeſtick 
Adverſaries expoſe themſelves to contempt with fo much confidence. 

Thus I come to the Reafon I gave; why there is no Reaſon to believe 
that this is the preſent Senſe of the Roman Church. My words are, For I 
fee the Roman Churth aſſerts that things may be de fide in one Age, which were 
not in anot her j at leaſt Popes und Councils thallenge this; and this is thit common 
Doctrine maintained there, and others are looked on as no members of their Church 
who aſſert the contrary ; but as Perſons at leaſt metitoriouſly, if not attually ec 
communicate. Where then ſhall ] ſatisfie myſelf, mhat the Senſe of your Church is, 
at to this particular ? Maſt I believe a very few Perſons, whom the reſt. diſown as 
Heyetical and Seditious? or oupht I not rather to take the Jndgment of the great. 
eſt and moſt approved Perſons of that Churth ? And theſe {+ ap ſuth Doct᷑. 
vine; but aſſert that the Church may determine things de fide, which were not be- 
fore. In Anſwer to this Mr. S. begs leave to diftinguifh the words de ficle, 


wur h may either mean Chriſtian. Faith, or Points of Faith taught by Chriſt; and 


then he orants, tis nonſenſeto ſay, they can be in one "Age, aud nat in another. 


Oy de fide may mean Obligatory to be believed. In this latter Senſe none I think 


(faith he) denies things to be de fide in one Age and not in another; in the for- 
mer Senſe none hold it. Upon which very triumphantly he. concludes, 
What*s now become of your aifficalty ? I believe you are in ſome wonderment, and 
thint I elade it rather than Anſwer it; I ſhall endeavoat to anperplex you. E 
muſt confeſs it a fault of Human Nature, to admire things which Men 

underſtand not; on which account I cannot free myſelf from ſome temp- 

tation to that he calls manderment; but Lam prefently cured of it, when 1 

endeavour to reduce his diſtinction to reaſon. For inſtead of explaining 
his Terms, he ſhould have ſneyyed how any thing can be obligatory to be 
believed in any Age of the Charch, which was no Point of Faith taught by 
Chrift, which notwirhſtanding his endeavour to anperplem me, is a thing as 
yet I Apptehend not; becauſe T underſtand no obligation to Faith toariſe 
from any thing but Divine Revelation ; and I do not yet believe any thing 
in Chriſtian Doctrine to be divinely revealed, but what was delivered by 
Chriſt or his Apoſtles. And my wonder memt muſt needs be the greater; be- 
cauſe I ſuppoſe this inconſiſtent with Mr. 8's principles. For Oral Tradi- 
tion doth neceſſarily —_— that all Points of Faith were firſt taught by 
Chriſt, and conveyed by Tradition to us; but if a thing may be de de in 
this latter Senſe, which was not before, what becomes of reſolving Faith 
wholly into Oral Tradition? For Faith is reſolved into that from whencethe 
obligation to believe comes; but here Mr. S. conſeſſes, that theobligation to 
believe doth ariſe from ſomething quite different from Oral Tradztion; and 
therefore Faith muſt be refolved into it. Beſides, all the Senſe I can ſind 
in that diſtinction, is, that Men are bound to believe ſomething in one 
Age, which they were not in another; and if fo, I ſhall defire Mr. S. to 
nnperplex me in this, how every Age is bound to believe juſt as the 3 


, 
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however, I am much obliged to him for his endeavour. to unperpleæ me, as 


he ſpeaks; ſor really I look on no civilities to he greater than thoſe which 


are deſigned for clearing our underſtandings; great an adorer am I of 
true Reaſon and an intelligible Religion. And therefore I perfectly agree 


with him in his ſaying). that. Chriſtianity. aims not a make us Beaſts, but more 


erfectlj Men ; aud the perfection of our manhond conſiſts in the uſe of our Reaſons. 
n 5 "4 that it is rea ſonable, conſequences ſhould: be 


From hence he in | ble, conſec | 
drawn from principles of Faith, mich, he faith, are of two forts ; firſt ſuch 
as nced no more but common Senſe to deduce them; the others are ſuch as need: the 


Maxims of ſome ſcience got by ſpeculation, to infer them; and theſt'are Theological - 
concluſions : The former ſort, he tells us, the Church is neceſſuated to make uſe * 


Heretick queſtions thoſe, and eadem opera; the 
whole Point of Faith itſelf, of which they were 4 part; as in the Caſe of the 
Monothelities, about Chriſt's having two Hills. But all this while; I am far 
enough from being anperplexed; nay by this diſcourſe, I ſee every onewho 
offers to anperplex another, is not very clear himſelf, For ſince he makes 
no Theological concluſions to be de fide, but only ſuch conſequerices as common 
Senſe draws, T would willingly underſtand how Common Senſe receives a 
new Obligation to Faith. For to my Apprehenſion the deducing of con- 
ſequences from principles by common Senſe, is not an act ofi believing, but 
of knowledge conſequent upon a Principle of Faith. And the meaning is 
no more than this, That Men, when they ſay they believe things, ſhould 
not contradict themſelves, as certainly they would do, if they 2 thoſe 
conſequences which common. Senſe draws from them. As in the Caſe of the 
Monothelities, for Men to aſſert, that Chriſt had two Natures, and yet not 
two Wills; when the will is nothing elſe but the inclination of the nature to 
that good which belongs to it. So that there can be no diſtinct Obligation 
to believe ſuch conſequences as are drawn by common Senſe ; but every one 
that believes the Principles from whence they are drawn, is thereby bound 
fo believe all the conſequences which immediately follow from them. In- 
deed the Church, when People will be ſo unreaſonable todeny ſuch things, 
may explain her Senſe of the Article of Faith in thoſe Terms which may 
beſt prevent diſpute; but this is only to diſcriminate the Perſons who truly 
believe this Article, from ſuch as do not. Not that any new. Obligation 
to Faith reſults from this act of the Church; but the better to prevent 
cavils, ſhe explains her Senſe of the Articlextfelf in more explicite Terms. 
Which, as he faith, #s only to put the Faith-ont of danger of being equitocated. 
Which is quite another thing from cauſing a new obligation to believe. 
As ſuppoſe the Church, to prevent the growth of the Socinian Doctrine, 
ſhould require from Men the declaring their belief of the eternal exiſtence 
of the Son of God; Would this be to bind Men to believe ſomething which 
they were not bound to before? No, but only to expreſs their aſſent to 
the Deity of Chriſt in the ſimpleſt Terms; becauſe otherwiſe they might 
call him God by Office, and not by Nature. Now how can any one con- 
ceive, that any ſhould be firſt obliged to believe, that Chriſt 15 God, and 
et receive a new Obligation afterwards to believe his eternal exiſtence? 
hus it is in all ?mmediate conſequences drawn by common Senſe ; in all which 
the primary obligation to believe the thing itſelf, extends to the belief of 
it in the moſt clear and leaſt controverted Terms, which are not intended 
to impoſe on Mens Faith, but to promote the Church's peace. For neither 
is there a new object of Faith; for how can that be, which common Senſe 
draws-from what is believed alrcady ? neither is there any infallible propo- 
| nent, 


of upon occaſion, 1. e. when 
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nent, unleſs common Senſe hath uſurped the Pope Prerogative. But Mr. S. 
offers at a reaſon for this, whioly is, hat nne can have an ObliÞation to be- 
lieve what they have not an Obligation tYh19:k of ani in ſome Age the gene- 
rality of the Fait — 10 mind, reflett, 


hfal have no bctdſion, nns bone Ob 

or think on thoſe propbſitions invobved in ih 04 ith.” | From whence, 
he faith, it follows, that a thing maybe de fide d obig atory to be believed in 
one Age, and not in another. But let MY."$.\\hew}\haw a'Marcan' be 
obliged to believe any thing as an Article of Faith whois not? bound to 
think of all the immediate conſequences of it? Becauſe Faith is an Act 
of a reaſonable Nature, which ought to enquire" into the reaſons and 
conſequences of things which it doth believe. But Mr. Ss miſtake lies 
here, in not diſtinguiſhing the Obligation to believe from the Obligation 


to an explicit declaration of that aſſent. The former comes ny from 


God, and no new Obligation can ariſe from any Act of the Church; but 
the latter being a thing tending to the Churehs Peace, may be required by 
it on ſome Occaſions; i. e. when the Doctrine is aſſuulted by Fleiericts, as 
in the time of the four Firſt General Councils; but ſtill a Man is not at all 
the more obliged to Aſſent, but to Expreſs his Aſſent in order to the 
Charchs/Satisfatctvon, m. men. galt Wow 1 oo 

But Mr. S. ſuppoſes me to enquire, hom th Church tun have Power tooblige 
the generality to belief of ſuch a Point. To which his Ahſwer is, ſhe obliges 
them to believe the muin Point of Faith, by virtue of Traditibns, being à ſelfrevi- 
dent Rule, and theſe implied Points by virtue of their being ſelf-evidently con- 
netted with thoſe main and perpetually uſed Points, fo that "the vulgar can be rati- 
onally and connaturally made capable of this their Obligation. But we are not 
now — what the Obligation to believe the main Points of Faith is, 
nor Whether Tradition be a ſelf-evident Rule; but how” there ſhould be « 
nem Obligation to believe ſomething ſelf-evidently tonnettel with the former Points, 
is beyond my capacity to underſtand. And they muſt be valgar under ſtand- 


18 
9391 


ings indeed, that can rationally” and connaturally be made capable of ſich” 


an Obligation. For if it be ſelf-evidently connected with the main Points, 
no one can believe the one, without believing the other ; for nothi 


is | 
ſelf-evident,” but what a Man Aſſents to at the firſt Apprehenſion of rs” 


and if he doth 10, how. comes there a new Obligation to believe it? Ts it 
poſſible to believe, that any thing conſiſts of parts, and not believe that 

that whole is greater than any of rh purts? for this is a thing ſelf-evidently 
connected with the nature of the whole" But theſe are ſelf-evident Ridales, 
as the former were unintelligible demonſtrations. And yet, though theſe be 
rare Theories, the Application of them tothe caſe of the Roman Church ex- 
ceeds all the reſt. hence, faith he, the Government of our Church is ſtill 


juſtified to be ſweet, and according to right nature, and yet forcible and efficacious.” 


Although I admire many things in Mr. S's Book, yet I cannot ſay T do 


any thing more than this paſſage, that becauſe Men are obliged to believe no 


implied Point, but ſuch as are ſelf-evidently connected with the main ones, there- 
fore the Government of the Roman Charch is ſweet, and according to right nature, 
&c. Alas then, how much have we been miſtaken all this while, that 
have charged her with impoſing hard and unſufferable conditions of com- 
munion with her! No, ſhe is ſo gentle and ſweet, that ſhe requires no- 
thing but the main Points on the account of a" ſelfievident rule, and implied 
Points by reaſon of ſelf-evident connexion' with the former. I fee Mr. S. (if he 
will make good his word) is the only Perſon who. is ever like to reconcile 
me with the Churchof Rome: For I aſſure you, I never deſire any better 


Terms of Communion with a Church, than to have no main Points of 


Nanan Faith 
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Faith required from me to Aſſent to hut what, are built on a ſelfreovgdent 
Rule, not any implied Pointschut uchi ue ace neue ly connected with 
the ſormer. And no work can be more eahd,; than to convince me upon 
theſe grounds ; for all endeavours oi prof a taken away by tlie thin 
being ſaid to be ſelfrevidemt. Forth wary offen of ptrooſ that they axe fo, 
ſelfevudentiy proves they are not n For WHat yer is proved by ſome 
thing beſide itſelf, can: neuer he ſaid wythoutya ) contradiction. to he, ſelf- 
evident... But not to tye up Me &. from his excellent faculty of proving, if 
Mr. S. Will proue to me that: amy the Points in difference between us, 
as Tranſubſtantiation,.\Purgetory, Supremacy of the Raman Church, &cu have 
any ſelf-evident connexion With ananain Point of Faith in the Apoſtles Creed, 
I ſolemaly Promiſe: him to:retraftigll I bave writ againſt that _— - fo 
far ſhall I be from needing a net Obligation to believe them. But if theſe 
be ſo remote from fe/f-rwidencey :;thgr they are plainly repugnant to Senſe 
and Reaſon ( witneſs that: ſelf-evident Doctrine of IT ranſubſtantiation) 
what then muſt we think of Mr. S. ? Surely the leaſt is, that ſince his be- 
ing a Roman Catholick, his mind is ſtrangely enlightened, ſa far that thoſe 
things are ſelf-evident to him, which are contradictions; tg the reſt of the 
World. But withall Mr. S. acquaintsus with another. Myſtery; which is, 
how theſe Points deſcended. by a kind of Tradition, and yet conſeſſes, they. were 
never thought of or refletted on by the generality, til the Church took occaſion to 
explain them . Such a flent Traditian doth very ſuitably follow the ſor- 
mer ſelf-evident connexion. For he that can believe '1rawſubſtantiation to 
be ſelf-evident, no wonder if he believes that to have been delivered by a 
conſtant Tradition, which was never heard of from the Apoſeles times togheſe. 
Now Mr. S. is pleaſed to return to me, and draws up a frefh chargea- 
gainſt me, which is, hat I att like a Politician, and would conquer them by 
firſt dividing them, and making adiaus compariſons betwees two Parties of 
Divine. But to. ſhem us how: lime they differ, he diſtinguifhes theaw, as 

faithful, and as private" diſconrſers.; in the former notion, he faith, they 
all hold the ſame divinely conſtituted Chunch-(gouernment, and the ſame ſelf- 

evident Rule of Faith; but as private Diſcourſers he - acknowledges y 

| | differ inthe.explication af their belief. I meddle not here with the Govers- 

| ment of their Church, (which I have elſewhere proved to be far enough 
from being divizely conſtituted) but with the Rule of Faith; andthe Que- 
ſtion is, Whether the nfallibilityof Oral Tradition, be that ſelfevideut Rule 

which that Church proceeds on; Fes, faich Mr. S. they ane all as faithfull a- 

reed in it, but as bankers they differiabont it. Which in ſhort is, that all 

in the Church of Rome, who are nat of his Opinion, know not what they 
ſay; and that they oppoſe that which they do really believe. Which in 
plain Exeliſh is, that they are -egregious diſſemblers and ꝓrevaricators 
in Religian, that they do intalerably flatter the Pope and preſent Gimrch 
with loud declamations for their Inſallibility, but they doreally believe no 
ſuch thing, but reſolve all into Oral Tradition. But is not this an excel- 
lent Agreement among them, when Mr. H/hize and lus party not only 
diſown the common Doctrine: of the Infallibility of Pope and-Coanails, but 
diſpute againſt it as pernicious and deſtructive to Chriſten Faith? on the 
other ſide the far greater part of:Rowani/ts ſay, there can be no certainty 
of Faith, unleſs there be àn Ifallible Divine Teſtimony in the preſent 

Church, and this lodged in Pope and Connrcils ; that thoſe who endeavourto 

overthrow-this, are Dangerous, Seiitions, Hleretical Perſons. According- 

ly their Books are cenſured at Rome, their Opinions diſputed a- 
ainſt, and their Per ſons condemned. And 4 this while, we muſt 

1 


elieve that zhe/e ſtick together like twarſtpoth Marbles as faithful, though 
they 
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lent they are knocked one agalnſt another 4 Deſcoarſers:3rand. that;they per- 
1th ſeckly agree in the ame jelfovident Rule of Ful when all — 8570 

"on rels and Contentions are about it ; and thoſe ri erb n 

"gs heat, that Heneſſe is charged of one ſide, and Arch. hene and under- 

ſo, mining Religion on the other. Dotli he thin we never heavd of Mr. 

me | White's Sous Succinæ, tror:of agen rg in it, Where he faith, That- 

elf. the. Doctrine of Pope ana Council i Infullibility mut tu overthrow-tht certainty 

5 if F Chriſtian Falch; and mut the Propagatihꝶ ſuch a Doctrine n 4 greater 

us, Crime than Burning Temples; Ruviſbing theSuertd Virgins om the Altars, I 

ave ling on the Body of Chrift, or the ſendung the Turkwr- Antichriſt into Chriſtian 

ee, Countries Or doth he think welcan believe thavthe Pope and Cardinale, 

© the Jeſuits and all the Pupiſts of foreign Countries do us Fit full agree 

ele with Mr. White in this? It ſeems not ſo by the proceedings in the Court 

nk of Rome againſt him, in which as appears by. the Cenſure of Inquiſirion 

Mn) againſt him, dated the 177 of November .1661. His Doctrine is Con- 
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be- demned not only as | Falſe, Seditioas and Scandalous, but as Heretical and 
ole Erroneous in Faith. And if it were not for this very Doctrine he was 
the there Cenſured, why. doth Mr. Where ſet himſelf purpoſely to defend 
115, it in his Tabule Suffragiales ? If theſe then do agree as Faithfull, who 
Pere cannot but envy the excellent Harmony of the Roman Church, in which 
to Men condemn each other for «Hereticks and yet all believe the ſame 
or- things ſtill? Well, Sir, I am in hopes upon the ſame grounds Mr. S. 
to will yield us the ſame Charity too, and tell us, that we agree with him 
2 as Faithfull, only we differ a little from him as Diſcourſers; for I aſſure 
0. you, there is as great Reaſon : the only Difference is, we give them 
ca- not ſuch Il words as they do each other. For let Mr. S. ſhew us where- 
by in we differ more from him about the Rule of | Faith, than they do 


among themſelves : For Mr. White when he hath ſaid, That all kind of 
as Hereſie doth oy from hence, that Men male the Holy Scripture, or a pri- 
they vate Spirit, the Rule of Faith; he preſently adds, It i all one, if one make 
A Councils or Pope any other way than as Witneſſes to be the Authors of Faith 
For, faith he, This is to ſubjech the whole. Church to that Slavery, to receive 
2 any Error for an Article of Faith, which "they ſhall define, or-propoſe modo 1 
gh illegitimo, i. e. Any other way than 4s Mirneſſes of Tradition. Either then 
le- we differ from Mr. S. only as Diſcourſers, or he and his Brethren | 
ule differ from each other more than as ſuch. And fo any one would 
4 think who Reads the Oppoſitions and Arguments againſt each other 
all on this Subject, particularly Mr. Mhites Tabule ſuffragiales. But let 
47 Mr. White ſay what he will Mr. S. tells me, I am not aware how little 
in they differ even | as Divines, The more ſhame for them to have ſuch 


Is Furious Heats and Oppoſitions where there is ſo little difference. But 

ch as little as they differ, Mr. White thinks it fafer to talk of their unity ” 
70 in England, than to try whether they be of his mind at Rome, by go- * 
l- ing thither to clear himſelf; For he juſtly fears he ſhould find them 

ly differ from him ſome other . than as bare Diſcourſers. Vet let us 

ut hear Mr. S's reaſon; for, faith he, Though ſome Speculators attribute to 

he the Church a Power of Defining things not held before, yet few will ſay ſhe 

ty hath nem Revelations or nem Articles of Faith. But we know the tem- 

2 per of theſe Men /better than to rely on what they barely ſay. For 

to they ſay what they think is moſt for their purpoſe; and one of Mr. 

g- Whites Adverſaries, (if himſelf may be credited) plainly told him, 

a- the Doctrine of the Popes Infallibility were not true, yet it ought to be defended, 

iſt becauſe it was for the Intereſt of the Church of Rome: For which he is 
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aitother What ec follows rom the Deed moaeich: y aſſert; 
But for plain dealing comment ms to thi Otnorifs, db fay . 
The 2 And ny they mean the! Pope'>umtay make | New Articles 

Faith': *: fas A Sette of: the weft, they are loch to 


ak oor.” nh in Wha apey nth e an ing ſo much 
inte in pid og ie” Contrary?" But what Man of Common genſe 
can Tmag theſe) Mott! cam mean who aſſert ſuch 


THEIR 5 Po —_— and Cone ag th oblige?” a under pain of 
Eternal Ralle dt Auge whith — not obliged 
to, before uch 4 Ben F e can this be eit but to make 
nete Articles of Faitfi? Fot un article of Faith ſttppoſes a neceſſary 

to — 1b it: Now if ſbe Doctrine may become tinis 
Obligatory I 


tue of the Cure, Definition which was not ſo be. 
fore, that betotnes thereby an Article of Faith which was- not before, 
But theſe Subtile Men ade not yet learn'd to diſtingniſh a New Ar. 
tile of Frith: they do noe indeed pretend that their Boctrine is Næw, 
bes they deny an ſueh ching as heW Revelation in the Church; but 
mat 05 55 if the * themſelves, that Old im pli⸗ 
hy 5⁰ tines, me hew Afticles of Farth by virtue of the Chun he 
defittition.” 80 le — relieved by chat ſilly diſtinctian f explicit und 
inplirit Aellvery of them, * Mr. 5. Tor: a great Novelty acquaints us 
with. For What is only implititely deliered, is no Article of Faith at all: 
for thir can be no Artic A f Faith, which Men ate not bound to believe; 
now there are tlone will ſay that Men are hound to believe under pain of 
Damnation if they db not, the things which are only implicitly delivered; 
but this they fly witly great confidence of all things defined by the Church. 
And let now any intelligent Perſon judge; whether thoſe who aſſert ſuch 
an do fiot differ Wide Enough from thoſe who reſolve all into Ora 
Tradltlon, and make the Obligation to Faith wholly dependant upon the 
conſtant Tratfirioh of any gs from Age to Age ever fincethe _ 
tines. 8 
But Mr. S. is yet farther diſp len (ed with me for ſaying, That Pope abi 
Councils challenge a Power to make things de fide in ont = which were pot in 
another, For 1. he fays,'I feak it in os and proveit not. 2. He adds, 
That take them right, this is 1455 Inmocert; and unavoidably neceſſary to 
4 Church. And is A ot ſtran fe A expett any particular proofs of fo 
innocent and neceſſary a thing to the being uf Church? But he will tell 
me. it is in his own Senſe of de fide, which I have already ſhown to ſignific 
nothing to His Jr Let him therefore ſpeak out, whether he doth 
believe” any fu * as inherent Infallihility in the definitions of Pope 
and Councils? if not, J am ſure at Rome they will never believe that Mr. 
S. agrees with them as faithful; if he doth, whether dvth not ſuch an 


© Ihfalilble definition bind Men by virtue df it to che belief of what is then 


defiried ? if it doth, then things may betome as much de fide by it, as if 


they were deliveted by Chift or his 4poſtfes. For. thereby is ſuppoſed àn 


ent Obligarlon to Faith, becauſethere'is a propoſition equally. Infallible. 


But will he ſay, the Pope "doth not challenge this? Why then is the con- 


trary Doctrinè Cenſured and Condemnetd dt Rare? Why is the other ſo 
eagerly contentled for, bY che thoſt Zealous Sons of that Church, and that 

7 as 4 School. opinion, but as the only eerrai Paudartor of Ruh? Mr; S. 
is yet pleaſed to inform the farther That norhiag will avail me! but this, a 
Mg, dude rhey ground themſel ves on 
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and (Councils neither Aeſins vm 6% ich geonnd;; 
what means the Man of Menden ee 

ly not; for then what did chey meer; for ? and aphar 

hut he intends; that they deliver no new [og] 121 W. 

be tried ? or hath Mr. S. gained ch an deen fs ana 
Pope and Countilt, that we-tnuſt bekeve Ius bare, wor yt ve not On- 
ly fay but prove that even their la Marx hach ane y things, 
which never vert delivered by Chrift ot his the And it is to no,put- 


whether they fay they ground themſelves on mm Lagbis, or N to an 
Fall ble 1ffift ane for it comes allen A ee, For ili e 


be infallible, r hat matter is it whether the Doctrine hath been te 

or no? for on this ſuppoſition it is ry tak Pope and Council ſho 
miſe Therese FC any Church be of Fopperies in Faith - defini- 
tions,” 1 muft be that whi 1 miſ the Carholack, bur is more truly 
known by the Name of the Roman un Church, "There is yet one piece of Mr. 
Ss fagacity to be taken notice of as toths particular, which: 1s, that I am 


4 an end of my Argument, becanſe I ſay the Opinion of the Pope and Councils In- 


in which I . 4. the Church 
your? then at thoſe Men's Tenets. 
And this is the force of all that S me, I want ee 
num that nb fober Catholick holds luman 5. the Rale of their Faith, 
Sthootmen deffners of it, nor the Schools the Tribunal whenet to mg it Authori- 
thrpuily 40. Obligingly to the genrrality of the Faithfqll.. Neither doth Mr. S. 


ulibility is the cammon Doftr im maintained: 


want the wit to know that our preſent Inquiry L concerning the Senſe of 


their preſent Church about the Rule of Faith, /, Since then Mr. S. muſt 
confeſs ir neceſſary to Faith to know. what the certain Rule of it is; let 
.mbimquire farther, Whether any particular Perſon can know certainly 
wry. it or unleſs he knows what the Charch owns for her Rule of Faith; 


ty oppoſed by the 


a finial number of ſuch who are as much oppoſed b 1 6 themſelves, as hy a 
of us. Is it then poſſible to know the Charo Judg 


that may be owned as the Charch's Judgment, which is if. 

mofl: intereſſed Perſons in the Roman Church, and the 
moſt zealous contenders for it? Eſpecially when the Pope who is faid to 
be Haul of the Church, condemns the Doctripe aſſerted, and that only 2 


ment or not? 4 


tis to no purpoſe to ſearch for a Rale of Fab: if it be, which way can 


we come to know it, either by moſt. Vdices or the Senſe of the Governors 


of the Church, either of the ways, I dare put it to a fair tryal whether Oral 
Tradition, or the Infellibility o 


Pope anfl Councils be the Doctrine moſt 
owned in the Church of Rome? But Mr. S. ftill tells us, Theſe are only private 


'Opiniators and Schoolmen who aſſert the captrary Noctrine to his. But will not 
they much more ſay onthe other ſide, that this way of Oral Tradition is a 
- Novel ru: of ſome few. half Catholiths in England, and tends to ſubvert 


the Roman Church. But is the preſent Pope wit Mr. S. private Opiniator, 


him, he thought not ſo of himſelf. 


or was the laſt a mere Schovlhman ? I Ee ever Mr. S. thinks ad 
he he was no Divine in the 
5 cControverſie 
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' Controveiſic of Janſeniui. Doth the Court of Rame ſigniſie no more with 


Mr. SF. than a Company of ſeholaſtick'' Ped ams that now not what the 
Senſe of the CH##th is, concerning the rule of Faith * I meddle not with 
the Schools but witly the Authority of the prefer Church, and him whom 
Mr. S. owns for the F of it! and is it conſiſtent with his headſbiꝝ to con- 
demn that Doctrine whichcontairis in it the only certain rule of Faith? 
Mr. S. may then ſee they were no ſuch impertinent, Topicks which I in- 


ſiſted on, and as ſtout as Mr. S. ſeems to be; I am apt to believe he would 


not look on the cenſure of the Inquiſition as an impertinent Jopicſt. 
But at laſt Mr. S. offers at ſometliing whereby he would fatisfie me 
of the Senſe of the Church, as to this particular, and therefore asks, Whe. 
ther I never heartl of ſuch a thing as thi Council of Trent? I muſt in enuouſly 
confeſs I have; and ſeen more a great deal of it, than Tam fatished with. 
But what of that? there; he tells me, I may find 4 clear ſolution of any doubt 
by the conſtant procedure of that moſt grave Synod in it's definitions. That is, 
I hope to find that Oral Tradition was acknowledged there as the. only 


ſelf-evident rule of Faith. If I do this, I confeſs my ſelf fatisfied in this en- 


quiry. But how much to the contrary is there very obvious in the pro- 
ceedingsof it? For in the 4th Seſſion the Decree is, Ihat Scripture and Tra. 
dition ſhould be embraced with equal Piety and reverence; and the Reaſon is, 
becauſe the Doctrine of Flith is contain d partly in Scripture, partly in Tradition; 
but what Arts muſt Mr. S. uſe to infer from hence, that Oral Tradition 
in contradiſtinction to Scripture was looked on as the only rule of Faith? J 
cannot but ſay, that the ruling Men of that Council were Men wiſe enough 
in their Generation; and they were too wiſe wholly to exclude Scripture; 
but becauſe they knew that of itſelf could not ſerve their purpoſes, they 
therefore help it out with Tradition, and make both together the complete 
rule of Faith, Where I pray in all the proceedings of that Council doth 
Mr. S. find them define any thing on the Account of Oral Tradition ? In- 
ſtead of which we find continual —_—_— about the Senſe of Scripture 
and Fathers, which might have been all ſpared, if they had been ſo wiſeas 


to conſider, they could not but know the Senſe of the preſent Church, nor 


that of the precedent, and fo upto the time of Chriſt. But oy wereeither 
ſo ignorant as not to light on this happy invention; or ſo wiſe and know- 


ing as to deſpiſe it. It is true, they would not have their Doctrines look- 


ed on as zovelties, therefore they ſpeak much of Tradition and the Ancient 
Faith; but that was not by what their Parents taught them, but what the 
Fathers ofthe Church delivered in their writings; for by theſe they Judged 
of Traditions, and not the Oral way. And therefore I ſee little Reaſon to 
believe, that this was either the Senſe of the Council of Trent, or is the 
Senſe of any number of Roman Catholicks, much leſs of the whole Charch, 
none excepted, as Mr. S. in his confident way expreſſes it. And if hewill, 
as he faith, diſavow the maintaining any Point, or aſſecting any way which is not 
aſſented to by all. T hope toſee Mr. S. retract this Opinion, and either fall 
in with the Court of Rome, or return, as reaſon leads him, into the boſom 
of the Church of England. But there ſeems to be ſomewhat more in what 
follows, viz. that though Schoolmen Queſtion the Perſonal Tnfallibility of the 
Pope, or of the Roman Clergy, nay of a General Council, yet all affirm the Infal- 
libility of Tradition, or the living voice of the Church eſſential ; and this, lie 
faith, is held by all, held firmly, and that it is abſolutely Infallible, To this 
therefore I anſwer, either Mr. S. means that none do affirm that the 
univerſal Tradition of the Church eſſential can err, or that the Church of 
Rome, being the Church Eſſential, connot err in her Tradition: But which 
| way 


2 A 
- E - 1 
A 3 1 * * * 
a — = — ; 
4 * | 


28 hhort 


2 
A 


T. 


2 © 
2a C4. 


„ 
jw — 
—— 


ere AR PE DI 
way ſoever)he-akgs!ity«b HH caſilyiſhe / how farts frem;pravingihet 
#423 that af ; e fainß. 


lie defigas it for: Fon if hewaks ith n 
Full in Agtsxould not cbnoutiin am Bange then he may 38, prove 
 Prizeſt ants of his mind dh Rapiſt Du io Feundation, gn, Which we 
bolievetſie particular Bon ibi & rin If this theræſgre hypes any thing, 
it proves more than he intends, win. that chile werhkus-appoſe 
-We do perfectly agree together yl rely o i do, as muchas they go 
among themſelbes. Butaf Mr. SSmea ning be, Sh dl. fi their Relig ian 


owa the Roman Church tu b the Churaß aſſem ali vnd, n that, uecpunty that it 
 Gannot-err, — — abſurdityroſche Opinion it 0 Ly. from 
hence it doth novfollow, that they; make Oral Amade of Faith, 


Hecamſe it is molt evident, that the groundwhy they ſay their Church can- 
not err, is not on Mr. S'si Prixcipler;q hut an the ſuppoſition of an [4- 
Fallible aſſiſtance, which preſerves that Churah from Error. $0, that thy 

falls/far ſhort of proving, that they are all agreed. in this Rule of Faith ; 
which is a thing ſo far from probability, that he might, hy tha ſame arg 
ment that Scripture is ned by them all to be the Rule of Faith. 


udgl 


how unlikely they are to agree about other Matters, who are ſo much 
divided about-the Principle of reſolving them. And if this be the ground 
of Faith, then moſt Romaniſts huild on a wrong Foundation. But if the 
. :[afallibility of Oral Tradition be the Foundation on which hat formidable 
ructure is crecting, which he ſpeahs. of, Wo then to the Court of Rome, for 
that is known to build on quite a different Foundation. And if this, as 
heſſaith, Riſes: apace, aud has ads, anced many ſtories in 4 ſmall time, it onl 


dlets us know how: faſt their diviſions grow, and that they are building ſo 


aft one againſt another, that their ¶ hurch will not ſtand between them. 
By this Diſcourſe, Mr. S. pretends Jo Anſmam all thoſe 42 which follow; Which 
ale theſe, In Caſe the Church may Detirmine things de tide, which mere not be- 


ure, "whether the preſent Ohureh. doth: phen beljeve\ as the precedent did er uo 47 


other, 
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7, Carriage, Wherein ! wonder? That 1 ani defire tem to perſori" 
this 


Faith, which never us fo i Ch bun the: Apdfi les dimes, and Io the Infailibiticy."' 
on T acenudkt lf ——— —— Mr. gives very!) 
caſte Anf erg 3 an Hud, any-tefparate or unimpled Points! f 
Faith; but. fuck us. are inbolued aui Imp ized: in the main Pointe. This sig 
more eaſilj ſaid) than underſtootd ſeiſ theſe be implied in the ſurmer, 
how can tiere come a new Obligation to beheve them? For to taſte his 
own Inſtance; Will any Man in his Senſes ſay, that he that believes h. 
eſt animal tutionale, not believe homo eſt animal? And this he makes 
choice of as an example, hom one Point of Faith may be involued in | another, | 
A4 to rectiut a diſtinis/ Olliguion to believe it. I grant that homo eſt animal 
is involved in the other, but he that ſhall ſay, that aſter he hath aſſented 
to that Propoſition, hanueſt unimul rationale, lie may be capable of a ne- 
Obligation to believe the former, which is involved in this iti inay bei juſt. 
ly Qeſtioned whether ſuch an one, as to himſelf, can truly ſay, om pf: 
animal rationale, or no. But after ſuch rare ſuhtilties, he doth: very WS I 
to tell me, That I aug hie to conſider what Logick» telli as, that. th. Concluſion ii 
in the Premiſſes, which Reflection (in his court · lite expreſfion) he ſaith, n 
much unblunder my Thoughts. © But let the concluſion be as long as it Will 
in the Premiſſes, will any Man in his wits ſay, that he that helievestthe 
Truth of the Premiſſes, is not hereby bound to believe the Concluſion ?? and 
the more the one is involved in the other, the leſs is it poſſible to make 
the Obligation to believe them diſtingt. And it is hard for me to hehevee 
that this is a way o unblunder my thoughts, when I ſee what horrible Com 
fuſion ſuch expreſſions argue in his own. '«. Let the Church then cleat her 
thoughts never ſo much, yet all this cannot amount to a diſtinct Obliga- 
tion to believe thoſe things which were involved before; but to a moe 
explicit declaring them for the Chur Peace and Satisfaction. The un 
ly Concluſion then involved in theſe remiſſes, is, that if ſome things may 
be de fide in one Age which were not in another, then tlie preſent; 8 
may believe otherwiſe than the precedent did. And if this Doctrine be 
held in the Church of Rome, nothing.can be more evident, than that Mr 
S's firſt Principle of Controverſie, is far from being the Doctrine of the Ro. 
man Church, which was the thing to be prove. 

My ſecond chief Argument againſt the way of Oral Tradition was, that 
it had not been omned in 40 Ages of the Chriſtian Church; to manifeſt Which, 1 
1 into the Reaſon of the Obligation in any Age of the Church to 
Believe and Practiſe juſt as the precedent did. Mr. S. rejoices in that 
Confeſſion of mine, That only thing to le proved in this Caſe is, that ever) Age 
of the Church, and all Perſons in it,  lookid on themſelves as obliged not to vary in 
an; thing from the Doctrine and Practice of the Precedent Age. And I thete / 
offer the Choice of three ways to proue ĩt, Regſon, Teſtimony," or Tradition'y\. 
he tells me, he excepts the way of Reaſan; yet quarrels with me for preſſing; 
for a Demonſtrative medium tu prove it when yet Mr. S. ſeldom -fpeaks 
under the rate of Demonſtrations... But: he thereby notes the unconſonancy,of i 


. . — o 0 % 5 0 
1s Promiſe, viz. to give us Demonſtrations ſor the grounds of Faith? But I 
faith withall, be will yieldime the Honour of profeſſing I have no ere f l m 
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caſily ſuppoſable, as that Men may believe 
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pable of Demonſfrumun 
on whieh they are built. But by all the onquiry” ean make, allſthe dif- 
ſerenco between us is, that Mr. . wilthevothatealied's Demonſtynt ion, 
which is ſcarce a Probubiliiy ; and we cal chat ſaffttiant Reuſom; auhichany 
wiſe Man may ſafely rely on in Matters of Religion. In the mean time 
how much do we ſuffer by dur modeſty; that becauſe we ſpeak not as big 
as Mr. S. does, we muſt be cenſured preſently to have nothing but Pro- 
abilities for our Faith ? Are thoſe bare probabilisies which leave no ſuſpici- 
on of doubt behind them? And ſuch we freely / aſſert the nds of our 
Religion to do; 7. e. I affert;' that we have the higheſt Actual bertainty 
of the truth of our Religion, which the mind of any reaſonable Man can 
deſire; and if Mr. Ss Demonſtrations can do any more than this; let him 
tell us what it is. For my part, T know nothing higher in the mind of 
Man than a certain aſſent, and if I did not think there was the greateſt 
round in Religion for that, I abhor diſſimulation ſo much, that I ſhould + 
— off perſuading Men to embrace it. And if any Men have made us 
ſhy of the word Demonſtratioꝶ and Infallibiliry, they are ſuch Men as Mr. 
S. have done it, who talk oftheſe things, when their Arguments fall be- 
neath ſome of the remoteſt probabilities we inſiſt on; «Nay, if there be any 
force in his Demonſtration, as to Matter of Fact, it hath been uſed by us 
long before his Book faw the light. But we love to give the true Names 
to things, and not to loſe our Credit with all intelligent Perſons, by play- 
ing Mountebants in Religion, erying up thoſe things, ſor Infallible- Cures, » 
which an ordinary capacity may diſcern the inſufficiency of. But was it 
any thing but Juſtice and Reaſon in me to expect and call for a Demon- 


ſtration from them who talk of nothing under it? And thereſore I ſaid, that 
it was Impoſſible to demonſtrate this way 


of Oral Tradition, unleſs it were proved 
impoſſible for Men not to think themſelves obliged to believe and do all juſt as 
their Predeceſſors did. For where the —— is not only poſſible, but 
things, as new Articles 
of Faith whichare defined by Pope and Council, I wonder how Mr. S. 
will Demonſtrate, that Men mult look on themſelves as obliged to be- 
lieve juſt as their Predeceſſors did? For I had thought Demonſtrations had 
never place in contingent Propoſitions; but it ſeems Mr. S. who tells 
me, Logick will unblunder my thoughts, intends to make a new one for me. 
And I aſſure you ſo he had need, before I ſhall ever call his Arguments 
Demonſtrations: and although he thinks himſelf very honeſt in calling 
them ſo, yet I ſhould think him much wiſer if he did ne. 
But before I come to the particular debate of theſe things, I freely tell 
him, that J grant all he requeſts; I ſhall tale along with me the Nature of 
the Matter in Hand, the Doctrines and Practices fpoken of, the manner of deliver- 
ing them, the neceſſary Circumſtances which give weight 20 both; yet for all theſe, 
I cannot look on his way as Demon ſtratusm. And that both our meanings 
may be better underſtood, it is vey neceflary the Reader ſhould have a = 
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did; —— Watson doch akiſe purely ſte the: We, 
that Dactrinehy the precedear inthe wiy pt Tradition, is theft 
_ diſputebtrweenus Por in eaſt the promnd of Faith wholly, x 
ton Word, conveyed om Age to Aut, I deriy not at ©bli; 

believe deſcends-with the every ſucckedin 8 Age Put, Fn 
which Mr. S. is to prove is; Ihr * 7255 from Sertpture every Age 15. ,b. 
lutely bound to believe juſt as the precedent without any gude Ys 
ther that Doctrine doth agree 7th Feri glares or no; It that heis th 
- fore bound to believe: Ml which is propoſed te tim, b cauſe. it 5 85 
Doctrine of the immediately Preceeding Age. And this 1s 8 ch 
deny, and deſire Mr. S. to For which he firft g gives 5 arge 
inſtance in Hiſtorical Matters, and then comes tothe Matters of 47 
Faith. His inſtance is in Alexander's Conqueſt of Aſia, as to which, he 
That the Memory of it is freſh and liveh, choad h ſome _thoiiſgud Years faces. 2 


lie ve me, I never intended to 
Mee were bognu-t 
ee Fete: | 


that the univerjal and Joo Perf n ian of this 7 of Fit mas not rauſed thy 


Books, as Curtius his by Human Tradition; that the conti#uant 
if this perſuaſion was the notoriety — 5 Faſt to the then livers, which Obliad 
them to relate it to their Poſterity, and that — l by the Fote-father, N55 
that which Obliged Poſterity to believt things, ac fraue, becauſe there dry. C 60 
Im; inakle Motive why dhe whole World ety cafpire to deceive them, or he K. 
ceivable in their ſenſations; on whith "Principle it paſſed to. the next Age, and - 
came down by way of Tradition to our days; and the Olligatrion to, believe auf 7 
Age depended — this, that the Senſer of the firſ# could not be deceived; ard 
this ſecurity in Ae, that no one mould conſpire to deceive the. 

follows that no Age could ſay. former oe fo, 140 fs it did; fo pt xe, 
faith he, it follows. Demonſtratively, t weſt fed; and ſo the deſcendaus 
in every Age to the very end of the World . t e Oblis ation to believe thei 
Immediate For, athers, ſaying, it mas teftifyed by t eirs, — fo to the very, 77 
who were witneſſes of his Actions, This is the fubſtance of what he morg 
largely Diſcourſes in ſeveral Paragraphs ; which when he hath done, be 
tells me, he expects what I mill reply to this Diſcourſe. © Not to fruſtrate there. 
fore his expectation and in order to the Readers Satisfaction, we are t 
conſider, that in the preſent Caſe there are two diftin& Queſtions to be 
reſolved : 1. How a Matter of Fact evident to the World comes to be con- 
veyed to Poſterity? 2. By what means a complete Hiſtory of all paſſages 
relating to it may be conveyed? As to the firſt, I grant that a TP ſo 
Notorious as Alexanders Conqueſt of Aſia might bave been preſerved hy 
Human Tradition, and conveyed in a certain way from one Age ta ane 
other. But if we enquire into that Which is alone proper to our Queltighy 
viz, by what means we may Judge what is true and falſe ; as to the parte 
culans of that Conqueſt, then't deny that bare Tradition is to be relyed on ; 
in this Caſe. For the certainty NONE ns, of all particulars doth. 
pend-not upon the bare Ver act „ biit the Capacity and Skill of CommanieZ ig 
from one Age to another.” 
er Evidence than the C6 KEN 
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' tate The Tofce of Mr. S's Demonſtration, we fer for maui of dercers how 
rel znorant they are of what Was done it — 4 them. And if this 
ple were true, why. ha ye we not as true anaccount of the eldeſ Ages 
-of the World, as of any. other ?, Nay, why were . Letters. invented; — 
"Writing ever r uſed, FT! radition had been found ſo Infallible? But it isone 
thing perkicially to nk Impoſſible ſhould he other wiſe, 
ww and another to conſider what * in the World. +\Doth not 
4% WW the conftant experience of all mes prove, that where any Han bath not 
N = timely recorded, it he —— — by Notorious Falſities, 
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done by him in his 
have nd ſeturity at alb ft X 
records of that ſtory. And by thisz ef hope Mr. S. will have cauſe to 
thank me for unbluuderim bis tag (his own civil expreſſions,) and 
ſhewing him how Errors may cone into a ſtory without one Age con- 
ſpiring to deceive the nuxt; and what a vaſt difference there ĩs between 
preſerving a bare Matter of Fact, and all the particulars relating to it. 
And hereby he may eaſiiy ſes how far the Obligation extends in believing! 
the report of former Ages For there can be no Obligation to believe any 
farther than there is evidence of truth in the Matter We are Obliged to. 
If then there be not only a poſſibiliry, but a very great probability of 
miſtakes and Errors in Matter of Fact, I pray what Obligation doth there 
lye upon Men abſolutely to believe what is delivered hy tlie preceeding 
Age? But to put an iſſue to this Controverſie, let Mr. S. examine him- 
ſelf, and try if he can name one ſtory that Was never written, which was 
ever certainly Propagated from one Age to a r by mere Oral Tradi- 
tion; and if he cannot, he may — ſee little real force his Argu- 
meat hath in the World. For all the Force of Traditien lies in an un- 
queſtionable conveyance of thoſe Books which contain in them the true re- 
ports of the Actions of the times they were written in. But can Mr. S. 
think, that if the Noman Hiſtory had never been written, it had been poſ- 
{ible for us #& have known what was done unter the Nins and Canſals as 
now we do? Let i his Principle holds, this y follows ; for the 
of that Age could' not bat know them, and no Age*fince'conld conſpire to deceive 
the next, And from hence, the moſt uſeful conſequence of all is, that Mir. 
S. might have writ à Hiſtory from the beginning of the World to this day, 
with-a full relation of all particulars, if there had never been any Book writs! 
ten in the World before. And doth not Mr. S. deferye Immortal Credit 
for ſo rare an invention as this is, and all built on nothing fhort of Demon 
ſtations ? | | Jt 3 F | % 5 1 i999 hat 
But Mr. S. very prudently foreſees, what it is I muſt ced to recur i 
viz. that being bafflet with his — Demonſtration, I have = other ſhift to le- 
rake my. ſelf to, bat to fay the Caſe is of erent between Hiſtories and Points of Faith. 
And therefore to bring his {s home, he applies it at large to the de- 
livery of the Chriſtian Faith, which that he might do in more ample ſort, 
he very finely deſcants on the old Verſe, * quid, ubi, & c. containing 
the Cixeamftances of Human LORE from every one of them de- 
rives Arguments for the Infalib;lity of Oral Tradition; which. briefly and 
in plain-Ezeliſbþ may be fummediup'thus ; Since ther Author of this Dofirine 
was tha Son of God, the Dottuintiinſelf fo excellent, and delivered in fo Pablick & 
manner, in the moſt convincing way, by Miracle and good Living, and for ſo 
goad am end as t6 ſave Men's 7 21 and that by writing it in Men's Hearts, and 
teftifiel'to- others; and all tiõ iA time when: Men might juage of the 2 
9 a7 an 
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001 mbar Ag Vate, high c 
2 enquir bUfogy) and Amt they if the g elt 
Lap ima en ble e them; 1 is not poſſible to e c½¼ive 
be unt not endearpur th W #7 5 2 Dotttine, and 
of ſo high concernment tothe u the Oudeſtion is, Whether ab- 
ſtractly Goa the Books Written in Age of the Chriſtian Charch, 
there is ſo magh-Infalibility in the O2 — 2 of every Age, that no- 
thing could Swembraced 410 Chriſt's Doctrine hich was not; and conſe- 
2 whethetrievery. Age were bound to believe abſolutely what was 
e pak for the DoArine of Clyyſt.? Mr. S. therefore 
needleſs task of proving that evety Age was bound to be- 
{xm prey Chriſt, which I never Queſtioned; but the diſpute is, 
2 ther - Hop be bound on the account of Oral Tradition to believe 
what is de by the Precedent for Chriſt's Dotfrine, But it is to be 
Obſerved alla W carefully Mr. S. avoids mentioning the written 
Beat uf the New . becauſe he knew all his game about Oral 
Tradition would” by a true ſtating he Matter of Fact in 
the firſt Ages N — I hope he Will not be angry with 
mè, for . about the Scri tur which he asks me 
about the Cort 12 rue id he never hear of ſuch as the Scripture ? 
or tuitiſo hard to find it'?. But if he hath heard ofit, Hintteat him to reſolve 
me:theſe Qze/ioris : 1. Whether he doth not babeve, thatthe Books of 
the Mu Teftament were written at ſuch.a time, ben che Matters of Fact 
cheręin Recorded, were capable of bei e examined ? which he 
cannot deny upon his own: Principle; en being then Infallible 
as th the Doctriat of Chriſt, the writets of theſe Hen Be gonceived 
todeliver it amiſs, unleſs they reſolved tacontradift the preſent Tradition 
af the nels which if they had done, the, Ac never have 


found an rebeption am C 4. A Tre Ben then.” convey the 
— 2 Chriſt infalli bly, — Books muſk, ehnvey i inalibly, be- 
catſe they contain in them the Infallible Traditiongf the firſt Age of the 


Chriſtian Charch ; and were written at the time e ans living 
had been able to diſprove any thing contained therein ant to truth. 
And chat theſe Books were written by thoſe Peri whole Names. they 
bear, I appeal to Mr. S's own Rule, Tradition 3 ! — be Infalli 
in any thing, it muſt be in this; And if one Age gould ednpire to = 
another in a Matter of ſi concernment, What ſe can be had; tha 
ang not do ſo in all other things ?. 2. Wed y, ieves, that choſe 
hoſe intention was to write an account of the Lifeg Actions, and Do- 
— of Crit, did leave any * 2078 of their Bogks which. did relate to 
them as of concetnment for us ta believe ? For upon Mr. S's Pvinciples, 
au one may e᷑aſily know what the Tradition of the ie Chareh is; and gfpecial- 
eh . 9 who were either: preſent themſelves at the Matters of 
or heapd them from thoſe who. were; ud what Satisfaction can 
any one defire greater than this? But the Qbgſhion i whether this Teſti- 
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mire haw it is poſſible, of dead Letters and wnſens dE WN 
Mens meanings as Well as words. I cannot enter mtg" 
henſion, how 24 Letters by their various diſpoſitionean; xl 
of Faith? And yet to. increaſe the wonder, he writes: abe 
Faith, while he is provihg that Matters of Fai 12 e con 
writing. So that Mr, $ own A iS. the | 
himſelf; and he confutes his own Sop fr ; | 
did 2;»9's by his motign. For doth Mr. S. * 2 ard 
Tradition is a Rule, Fhe d Þ his Book or 
{a then it is to 4 
aith may be intel Thy Fi . by writing; eſpecially}, if Me. S+doth 
ir. But 04 means WE Are. to beſieye that eyer the Sperit of God cu 
by. aſſiſted by that, is according to bim 
Ts(ign ficant Char atters. When Mr. & the 
we ſtration.  \Happy Man that an thus 
8 beyond foe Prophets or 4 poſtlet. 
ar as to alloy / that rorinſoires Perſons Wich 
25 op believes of, himn{elf, vir. that „Ne K uy of 
enſe, | tan 2 5 pacity may Apprehend the n of it, 
our X vexſie i 1 at an end; for 84 Musters of Faith ma wh 
'and certainly gonye! ofteri ity by the Books of Seriptenca and if fo, 
there hy + no need of any recou 31 165 3 5. If NN 
Scripture did not certainly and intelligibly convey all Matters of Faith, 
what mad 6 then, be — with fo 5-4 on ahead in the firſt Ages 
of the Chah Church? which were beſt able to Judge of the truth of rhe 
Majz ters n in 3480 . the uſefulneſs of the Books themſelves. 
And eben; we itil at Appeals were made to them, that they 
thought den ee td V b them againſt all Objections ef 
Heathens and others; and the Re Chas <3 2 made into them, 
* 45 ther on, 38 1 ye, already mamtfeſted, and muſt not repeat. 
r it be in the leaſt credil ©, finbe chic. (Bogky 'Bogks of 1 ture WERE 
the Doctrines of 7 he, that OP the Chugeh 
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TL, Space Ae of i Olay; But? tht for 6 i" the Time 10 
ect that orhthwiſe ont Age maſt cr 19 ditebvie His be, Bot the inconſe- 
-rmaence-of that, 1 have fully ſbe well already, uh! 15 he Del monſtrates it 
;atpoſſible Br Errors to come in any 7 5 NF For if d, feduce the 
fubſtance'of what he faith to a Sylldgiſtical form, it comes to this; Where 
there is no*poMbility of Error, there is an Abſolurte Obligation to Faith; 
bat chere is 50 boſlibiliry of Error inthe Tradition of an 1 ge ofthe Church: 
in every Age there is an abſolute Obligation to believe eth Tradition 
the Peel Carb. The minor he thus proyes; If no Age of the Church 
cam 0 Ignotan 'of what the Precedent" taught, or confpire to deceive the 
next; then theft is no poſſtbility of Error comi ng into the Tradition of the 
__ in any Age; but the Antecedent is true, and therefore the conſe- 
Now, who ſees not that the force of all this lies not in N frm. 
E we. Propsſition, or that no Age could conſpire to deceive another 
bile the conſequence, viz. that no Error can come 5 a Charcb, but b 
A general mi ake, in one4vhole Age, zor the general impoſture of it whidc 
/ utterly deny; and have ſhewed him Ard the falfeneſs of it fro 
his dn coficffions. And might wa6re lar ap ew it from thoſe Dog: 
ines or Opinions which they 1 edge to have come int 1 
rhei Church without any miſtake" 0 Impoſture, as th ge 
'Db##1nes of Pipl 5 and 8 belief of Par gatory. The 
ev ame way that Mr. hire an Vir. 8 . Will heyy us ow theſe came 
in, We will ſhew him how many others came i in as Erroneous and Scan- 
Aalbus as thoſe are. For'whether They account thefe Matters of Faith or 
nd is certain many among them” do, and that the far greateſt number, 
oh affert'and believe them to he the Doctrine of their Church too. If 
tlibrefore theſe might come in withour one Age miſtaking or deceiving 
he next, why" might not all thoſe come in the ſame way which we 
e upon them as the Errors of their Church? And in the fame manner 
alt Corrupt Doctrines come in, may Corrupt Practices too, ſince theſe, 
an he faich, {bring from the other. He might therefore have faved himfelr 
the trouble of finding out how an accate Wit, or great Scholar would 27 
#erwealneſs of this way. For without pre retending ro be either” of theſe, 1 
habe found out another way of Attzcki 18 5 it, than Mr. S. looked for; viz. 
em his own Principles and Conceſſib Thewing how Errors might 
ob into a Church, without a total Deception or Confpiracy in any one 
Ag Which if it be true, he cating bind me to believe whatever he tells 
me xhe preſent Church delivers, unleſs he cart. Prove that this never came 
thts the Church as a Speculation'or bond In 11 rom thence by 
cbes liath come to be actounted int ol Falch. erefore his way 
d Proof 16 fr quite altere and he cannot fay we are to believ 
xte ver the prefent Church delivers; for th alls the preſent 
Church, may have admitted Speculations and private Opinions ay Do- 
rines 
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juſt as their Predeceſſors.” Ine A Mr. S. fays to the cont rary, 1 


cannot yet ſee, but that therein T argued from the a 70 awd conſt conſtitagion 
of the thing. For that which I looked for, was a "Dementration, which! 1 
ſuppoſed could not be unleſs the e of the contrary were Denton: 
ſtrated. But if it. be poſſible ſor Men, C iſtians, nay Romaniſts, to 
lieve on other accounts than Traditi 9 n of the Precedent Age, I pray hat 
Demonſtration can there be, that Me 
believe and do all juſt as "their Predeceſſors did? Surely if Mr. & 
had not heen very extravagant, he could never have e of Megs, 
being obliged to cat their Beards, or wear ſuch Garters and Ha. bands as thyir 
Fore-fathers did. For do not I mention believing firſt, and then doing ?. by 
which it were eaſie to Apprehend, that I meant Matters of Faith, 
and ſuch Practices as flow from them. Neither was there any ſuch Crefty. 
and Sophiſtical Dealing as he charges me with; for I am content his, Do- 
ctrine be taken in 5 own terms; and I have. now given a larger and 
fuller Account why Tam far from being convinced by the way he hath 
uſed for reſolving Faith, Paſſin A therefore: his challenge, wir 
accept of, as long as he BG to of 2 of Reaſon and Civilzty, I come 
to conſider his lalt en ry, why I ſhould come to doubt of ſuchian Obligation. 
in Poſterity, to 1 t 4] Op in Matters of Faith; 45 he judicioully 
reſolves it into a range diſtortion of Human Nature, but ſuch as it ſeems 
is the proper effi of the 5 42 Temper, which is, faith he, to chaſe every 
one his Faith by his private 3 — or Wit, working upon diſputable words. 
Which as far as we own it, is not to believe what we ſee no ground for; 
and if this be ſuch a diſfortion of Human Nature, T envy not Mr. &'s Up- 
rightneſs and Perfection. If he means that we build our Faith on our 
private Judgments, in oppoſition to Scripture, or the Univerſal Tr adition 
of the Charch in all Ages, let him prove itevidently in one particular, and 


1 engage for my ſelf and all true Proteſtants, we will renounce the belief of 


*** 


it. If he hath any thing farther to object againſt the grounds of our Re- 
ligion, he knows where to Attack me; let lim undertake the whole, or 
elſe acknowledge it a moſt unreaſonable thing thus to charge Falſities up- 
on us, and then ſay we have nothing elſe to ſay for ourſelves. We pre: 
tend not to chuſe our Faith, but heartily embrace whatever appears to 


have been delivered by Chriſt or his Apoſtles; but we know the Church of 


Rome too well to believe all which ſhe would impoſe upon us, and are loth 
to have her chuſe our Religion for us, ſince we know ſhe hath choſen ſo 
ill for herſelf, But if Mr. S. will not believe me in ſaying. thus, what 


Reaſon have I to believe him in ſaying otherwiſe? Such general charges 


then ſignifie nothing, but ny one muſt Judge according to the Reaſon 
on both ſides. r 
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Rüxch. If the Council of Trent and Roman Catechiſm be ſaid to be the 
Rule of Doctrine, I deſire no other; ſo that thoſe may be interpreted by 
Practices univerſally allowed among them. As when that Council on- 
ly defined, that due Honour be given to Saints ; the general Practice of that 
Church may tell us what they mean by that due Honour; and if that be 
not fair, I know not What is. But I: fee all the ſhift Mr. S. hath, is, when 
he is pinched, to ſay theſe are the Opinions of Schoolmen and private Speculators, 
ami not the Doctrine of their Church. And if ſuch ſhifts as theſe are muſt 
ſerve the turn, I ſhould wonder if ever he be to ſeek for an Anſwer. But 
tlie ſhorteſt Anſwer of all would be, that none but thoſe of their Church 

c know what ſhe holds; and therefore it is to no purpoſe for Proteſtants 
to Write againſt her; or it may be, that none but Mr. S. and one or 
two more can tell; for many among them ſay, thoſe are the Doctrines of 
their Church which they deny to be. So that except Mr. White and Mr. 
S. and ſome very few Demonſtrators more, all the reſt are Schoolmen, pri- 
vate Opiniators, and not to be relied on. But I cannot ſee what their Church 
held formerly neither. No wonder at all of that; for if I cannot ſee an 
Object ſo near me as the preſent Chureh, how can it be expected I ſhould 
{e-one ſo much farther off as the Doctrine of former Ages? And his reaſon 

is ſb ſtrong, as may well perſwade me out of one, at leaſt, of my Five 
Senfes. . For, faith he, if I Queſtion Tradition, I Queſtion whether there be any 
Doctrine delivered, and ſo any Fathers, And is not this argued like a De- 
mbnſtrator? Firſt he ſuppoſes there never was any way uſed in the 
World but Oral Tradition, and then ſtrongly infers, ifT deny that, I can 
know nothing. But I can yet hardly perſwade my ſelf that the 1 
. 23 e elle only 
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d& fate zr ChimmeysCorners teaching their Children by word-of Mp] 
72 mrging chem to be fure to do to cheirꝭ q but a they loved pre-. 
ſerving tlie Doctrine of Faith, the fhould have grent care never td 

wrire down à worcd of it. BUrtr H, Ie wender,, fhoulde: Mr. S. [thin] 
that if I d not allow of Orat Tramitieh, V muſkaceds- Queſtion whithe? 
there were any Fithers?: E had 'Þ :have known tiere 
been Furberr by theit C Ham enn the Nh they deſt behind rum 
Bur if afl e. S. pleads for he one. this, chat no Boats can be 'comwinydyl 
conveyed without Tradition, h-difpares'without an Adverſary Hui: ag 
I never oppofed chis, fo Tam ſtid ic dot him little ſervice. It isiſthen 
front the Bobks of the Farhers rar find heat the Senſe of the 'Charth: of 
their Age was; and from thence dure ſhæwed how vaſtly different | hs 
miorm and Practices ofthe Noman dum ch are from thoſe of the Prhniure 
Althougfr then I may not think obliged' wo believe all that the pre. 
ſent Chareh delivers for matter of Faith ; yet I hope I may find what the 
r and Practice of the former Charch were by the Records that ire 
left of it. And the Reaforr why I cannot think any one obliged to believe 
what every Age of che Church delivers, is, becauſe I thinkno Man obli 
to believe Contradictions; and I fee the Opinions and Practices of Rvet; 
Ages 4 contrary to each other. Wwe D la g vonn 
- Well, but I call this way a Superficial Sabriliy; and ſo I think it ſtill; 
ſo little have Mr. Ss Demonſtrations wrought upon me. Bar, faith (he, 
is that thith is wholly built on the nature of things Superficial ? No; but xhat 
which pretends to be fo built, may. And of that nature I have ſhewed 
this way to be, and not the former. But that T may not think»him 
Fuperficial as well as his way, he puts a profound Queftion to me, MWhurds 
TT think Controverſie is ? and that he may the better let me know -what:/iit 
is, he Anſwers himſelf. 7 deal plainly with 3d0u, faith he, you may take ir to 
be an Art of Talking, and I think you do ſo, though you will not profeſs it 4 bat 
tale it to be a Noble Stience, But to let him fee that I will deal as ptai 
wich him, as he doth with me, I will profefs it, that I not only — 
Cantroverſie as uſually managed, but ſome Mens way of —— 

Mr. S. may eaſily know whom I mean) to be a mere Art of Talkinggat 

nothing elſe. But he takes it to be a Noble Sciauee; yes doubtless, if Mr. 

S. manage it, and he be the judge of it himfelf. His meaning E ſuppoſe 

F. 249, is, by his following words, that _ upon certain Principles, and we io cf. 

We have already ſeen how certain his Principles have been, and T ſhould 
de fomnewhataſhamed of my Religion if J had no better. But What our 
Nule of Faith is, hath been amply Diſcourſed already by you, and that 
in Mr. S's clearing Method, that nothing is left for me to do, but to toug 
at what remains, and concludes: this Anſwer. I had the better to il- 
luſtrate the weakneſs of that Argument from Oral Tradition, brought an 
- inſtance in that Cafe 2 viz. that fone Ages delivering to another 
would prove that the Faith of Chriſt was in every Age unalterable, be- 
cauſe no Age did teſtifie any fuch alteration to be in it; by the ſame Ar- 
gument the World might be proved eternal, becauſe no Age did ever 
teſtifie to another, that the World was ever otherwiſe than it is. Sothat 
if Oral Tradition were only to be'rthed on, there could be no evidente 
given of the Worlds being ever otherwiſe than it is, and conſequently 
the World muſt be believed to have been always what we fee it is. Mis, 
as far as I can Apprehend, is a clear and diſtinct Ratiocination, and pur- 
1 to prove that we' muſt admit of other Rules to judge of 
Alterations in the Churth by, beſides Oral Tradition. But Mr. &. arhis 
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Queſt 
Practice of the Church, we are:bougttito.;tely only oh the Teſtimony of 
Oral Tradition; fo that if po-Age can be anſtanced in wherein any Al- 
teration was made, and this deliverei hy that Age, then we are bound 
to believe there hath been no Alteration ſince) Chriſt and the. Apoſt ler 
times; now I fay, if this hold good, I will prove the World Eter- 
nal by the fame Argument; . — mg for our Principle, that we arg 
bound to relie only on Oral Tradition in the Caſe, Originally deri- 
ved ſrom the Matter of Fact ſeen by thoſe of the firſt Age; ſor that 
wich never was otherwiſe than it is, is Eternal; but we cannot 
know by Oral Tradition that the World ever was otherwiſe than 
it is; for no Age of the World can be inſtanced in, wherein | we have 
any Teſtimony of any Alteration that was in it. Either then we muſt 
believe that the World ever was what it is, i. e. Eternal; or elſe we muſt 
fay; that we are not to relie barely on Oral Tradition in this Caſe, but 
we muſt judge whether the World were made or no, by other Medium, of 
Scripture and Reafon. And this was all which I aimed at, vis. to ſhew 
that where there is no evidence from Oral Tradition ; yet if there be 
Scripture and Reaſon, there is ſufficient ground for qur Faith to ftand upan. 
And foI apply it to the preſent Caſe ; h we could not prove barely 
from the Tradition of any one Age, that there had been any Alteration 
in the Faith or Practice of the Church; yet if I can prove that there hath 
been ſuch from Scripture and Reaſon, this is ſufficient for me to believe it. 
And now I dare appeal to the indifferent Reader, whether this be ſo fall 
of Abſurdities, or it be ſuch a rambling Chimerical Argument (as he calls it,) 
no two. Pieces of which hang together with themſelves, or any thing elſe. Which 
_ expreſſions of as great Modeſty as Science, I am content Mr S. 
ſhould bear away the Honour of them and his Demonſtrations together. 
The hſt thing he quarrels with me for, is, that I ſay, if we can evidently 
prove, thu there have been Alterations in the Church, then it is to no purpoſe to 
prove that impoſſible which we ſee Actually done. And this appears not only be- 
cagfe the Scripture ſuppoſes a 2 in the Chriſtian Church, which could 
never be, if every Age of the Church did Infallibly believe and Practice as the 
Precedent up to Chriſt's Time did; but — 1 we can produce clear evidence that 
ſome things are delivered by the preſent , which muſt be brought in by ſome 
Age ſince thr time of Chriſt; for which I refer the Reader to what I had ſaid about 
Communion in one kind, Invocation of Saints, and Morſbip of Images: In all 
: which, I ſay, I had proved evidently that they were not in uſe in ſome Ages of the 
,Ghriftian Church; and it is as evident that theſe, are delivered by the preſent 
Church, ana therefore this Principle muſt needs be falſe In Anſwer to this, 
Mr. S. wiſhes, I would tell him firſt what Evidence means, whether 4 ſtrong 
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Fancy, or a Demonſtration? I mean that which is enough to perſwade a 
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ſpectacle to ſee how Mr. S. lays about him, at my ſaying that the Serip- 
ture ſuppoſes a Degeneracy in the Chriſtian Church. Izcomparably argued ) 
ſaith he, why, ſee we not the place? Does it eviaently ſpeak Y Faith, or Manners, 
the Univerſal Church, or particular Perſons ? but be it in Faith, be it Univerſal, 
does it ſuppoſe this Degeneracy already paſt, which is only proper to your purpoſe, 
or yet to come? That is, does it ſay there muſt be a total Apoſtaſte in Faith before 
the Year 1664 ? Alas, he had forgot this, Moſt incomparably Anſwered ! 
For if the Degeneracy be in 1665. or any Years after, what becomes of 
Mr. S's Demonſtration then, that no Errors could come into the Church 
but it ſeems his Demonſtration holds but till 1664. and I eaſily believe 
another Year will never believe the truth of it. But if ſuch a thing as a 
Degeneracy be poſſible, how then ſtands the Infallibility of Tradition, 
when there can be no Degeneracy without falling from the Doctrine and 
Practices of Chriſt and his Apoſtles ? But that ſuch a 8 hath al- 
ready been in that which calls itſelf the Catholick Church, and that both 
in Faith and Manners, I ſhall refer Mr. S. to the Learned Author of the 
late Idea of Antichriſtianiſm and Synopſis Prophetica, where he may find e- 
nough to perſwade him that his Demonſtration was far from holding ſo 
long as 1664. And now I leave the Reader to judge whether the forc- 
going Evidences againſt the Infallibility of Oral Tradition, or Mr. S's De- 


monſtrations have the greater force of Reaſon in them. And if he will 


not ſtoop ſo far from the height of his Perch, as to take notice of what 1 
have elſewhere ſaid, I am reſolved to let him ſee I am not at all concern- 
ed about it: I begin to underſtand him ſo well by this Appendix, that I 
can give my ſelf a reaſonable Account why he thought it not fit to med- 
dle with any other part of my Book. But if Mr. Serjeant. be reſolved 
not to Anſwer any of the Teſtimonies I there produce, unleſs I ſingle 


them out, and print them at the end of this Anſwer, (i. e. remove them from 


that evidence which attends them in the Series of the Diſcourſe) I can on- 
eh he is the moſt imperious Anſwerer I have met with, whois re- 
olved never to deal with an Adverſary, but on his own unreafonable 
Terms. Thus heartily wiſhing Mr. S's Science as great as his Opinion 
of it, and a good effect of our Endeavours to promote the one, by temov- _ 
ing the other, Tam ; a 


Sir, 
Your Affectionate Fiend 


FD and Seryant, 
foe 755 —— 


Edward Stillngflea. 


I. 


